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The purpose of this study was to determine the accept-
ability of evaluation measures which have been used to report 
the results of vocational technical education programs. 
Acceptability was defined as the willingness of a person to 
use the particular information in making decisions regarding 
vocational technical education programs. 
The initial group of measures was obtained by reviewing 
published reports on the results of vocational technical edu-
cation, manpower and related types of programs. A categorized 
list of 101 items was presented to a jury of professional 
administrators and public policy makers to identify those 
items which they would use in decision making. A total of 
54 items was selected and incorporated into a survey question-
naire. 
Fourteen decision maker groups were selected. They 
were grouped in areas of Administrators, Policy Makers and 
Consumers. They were also divided as to area of State level 
and Local level concerns. Two subgroups, Local Policy and 
Local Administration were identified for comparison in the 
study. The responses of the user groups were used to rank 
order the evaluation measures and compare the user groups. 
Factor analysis was used to identify ten factors. The ranks 
of the evaluation measures in each factor were used to identify 
user group acceptance of the factors. 
There appear to be observable differences in the rank 
orders assigned by the various groups. Six of the ten factors 
were judged to be of special interest to one element of user 
groups. The other four factors were acceptable by two or 
more user groups. The factor analysis identified six factors 
that account for over 84% of the variance. These factors were 
(1) Transition from School to Work Role, (2) Costs and Proxi-
mity of Education to Job Market, (3) Supervisor Evaluation 
of Employee Performance, (4) Employment Benefits from Educa-
tion Program, (5) Appraisal of Program Benefits, (6) Earn-
ings and Other Employee Benefits as Related to Education 
Program, (7) Evaluation in Retrospect By Employee, (8) Ele-
ments of Basic Education, (9) Earnings Pattern, and (10) 
Extent of Education Required for Employment. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Vocational technical education has been expanding rapidly 
in Nebraska during the last ten years. The trend has been par-
ticularlytrue with the postsecondary level or Technical Commun-
ity Colleges. More recently there has been concern expressed 
for coordination between segments of higher education. These 
segments include public and private colleges and universities 
as well. Coordination was preceded by the call for accountabil-
ity in the delivery of educational services and reallocation of 
resources to more effectively meet educational needs in the 
community. The accountability movement is based on the premise 
that there is agreement as to the mission of the educational 
service and the criteria that will be used to evaluate level 
of effectiveness in achieving this mission. The author's 
observations are that these assumptions may be false. Account-
ability also assumes that follow up of students will be done 
to determine benefit students derived from the educational 
experiences. 
Study Rationale 
During 1974 two major follow up studies of vocational 
technical education were published and received nationwide 
distribution. The Comptroller General's report (62, p. 186-
190) placed stress on results of the educational experience 
and making this information available to prospective students. 
Wilms (62, p. i-ii) followed 2270 graduates to determine the 
effect their education had on their success in the labor market. 
In both cases on-going follow up of former students by the 
education program was considered to be inadequate, and the 
results of the programs were criticized. 
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In general these reports were not received well by voca-
tional educators. In March and April of 1975 the American 
Vocational Association JournaL carried articals critical of the 
Comptroller General's report. The response illustrates the 
problems that evolve from third party evaluations when the 
evaluated party responds in a threatened manner. The differ-
ence of opinion over the appropriate evaluation measure to 
utilize is often a point of dispute. 
Self evaluations on the other hand, may lack objectivity, 
but the evaluations are less threatening and are accepted more 
readily. An example of this is current accreditation process 
in higher education which is based on the principle of self 
evaluation with peer review of the process. 
How then can evaluation be done with objectivity and yet 
achieve acceptance of the evaluation results by the evaluated 
party? It would appear logical that if all parties involved 
would agree on the criteria and characteristics of the evalua-
tion ahead of time the evaluation would become a third party 
audit rather than a third party evaluation. Hopefully the re-
sults of this process would be acceptance of objective data 
for the purpose of review and modification of the delivery of 
the educational services. 
A range of groups including students, parents, administra-
tors and policy makers who are concerned with vocational tech-
nical and higher education can be involved in the process of 
identification of criteria and characteristics for evaluating 
these programs. All groups are more likely to accept the 
results of future evaluations if they participate in the selec-
tion of the criteria and agree upon goals toward which they 
focus their productivity. The alternative to this is to con-
tinue to evaluate on non objective criteria that are of unknown 
acceptability to concerned groups and to continue to generate 
tension and defensiveness around implementation. 
Definition of Terms 
Evaluation lS a broad concept used both inter and intra 
organizationally. In general it is a process by which the 
administration determines if the program or system is achieving 
the preset goals and if not, why not? Evaluation may be goal 
oriented or process oriented. The former focuses on results 
and the latter focuses on activity or means. 
In discussing evaluation within a given organization 
Burack and Walker discuss it in terms of personnel management. 
(8, p. 307) 
In each of these evaluation-feedback systems 
the two main elements are (l) that manage-
ment compares a man's performance and con-
tribution against the performance of others 
at the same or comparable levels in the 
organization and (2) that management some-
how informs the man about how his perfor-
mance compares with that of his peers. 
It is reasonable to assume the personnel within an educational 
delivery system would respond to this evaluation approach as 
individuals and as operating units. 
In speaking more specifically of educational programs 
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Alan B. Knox develops a broader picture that includes rationale, 
data, analysis, judgment and implementation. He describes 
evaluation as an ongoing dynamic tool to be used by adminis-
tration. It starts with identifying the conceptual framework 
of the educational program itself and ends with the implementa-
tion of program modifications w~ich were developed in response 
to the information collected. In effect evaluation becomes a 
management style rather than an isolated activity. (54, p. 370) 
The general purpose of evaluation is to improve 
the educational program, facilitating judgments 
about its effectiveness based on evidence. The 
specific purposes of program evaluation are: 
1) To make more explicit the rationale for the 
educational program as a basis for deciding 
which aspects of the educational program are 
most important to evaluate regarding effec-
tiveness and what specific types of data to 
collect. 
2) To collect evidence or data upon which to base 
the judgments regarding effectiveness. 
3) To analyze the data and draw conclusions. 
4) To make judgments or decisions which are based 
at least in part on the data. 
5) To implement the decisions so as to improve 
the educational program. 
For the purpose of this study vocational technical educa-
tion is defined as those programs which are considered eli-
gible for federal reimbursement under current legislation. 
However, it is hoped that the results of the study would have 
application to any career oriented program. 
Basic Assumptions 
At all times evaluation of some form is being done based 
on some criteria. This evaluation may take the form of either 
process or product evaluation. If the results are used to 
modify operations the evaluation will lead to more effective 
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accomplishment of the particular objectives under scrutiny. 
However, it should be noted that the natural tendency of an 
organization may be to remain static and not change. The 
laws of inertia of the physical sciences may hold true for 
the social sciences as well. Therefore, it is necessary 
to intervene in the social system through directed tension 
brought about by the evaluation system. Consistant, goal 
directed evaluation will move the system toward the goals. 
However, inconsistantly applied, randomly selected criteria 
will lead to frustration for all parties and less than maxi-
mum results from the expended efforts. 
Evaluation is relevant because it is assumed that there 
lS a finite or limited amount of resources for a given block 
of publicly supported activities of which vocational technical 
education is a component. Therefore, there is concern for 
proper allocation of these resources for most effective use. 
Public creditability is based on demonstration that proper 
allocation has taken place. In this process competition for 
public funds is to be predicted. The decisions in this allo-
cation process must take into account data based evaluation 
information. 
If performance data are to be taken into account, what 
are the characteristics and criteria that should be used? 
There is a wide range of evaluation measures that have been 
applied in evaluation studies. However, the diversity ralses 
the issue of difference of opinion on what the focus of the 
evaluation should be. The most basic assumption of this study 
is that the characteristics used in evaluation of vocational 
technical education programs can be placed in rank order 
priority by the various groups who are expected to respond 
to the evaluation data. 
The Problem 
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The purpose of this study was to deal with the decision 
maker perception and acceptance of evaluation characteristics 
and related criteria. In this case decision maker meant groups 
of individuals who are expected to respond or make decisions 
based on the evaluation information. This required (1) the 
identification of evaluation characteristics and related cri-
teria from follow up studies and other literature, (2) deter-
mination of level of acceptance of characteristics and criteria 
by various data user groups and (3) analysis of data for prior-
ities within the user groups and (4) comparison of priorities 
assigned by the different user groups. 
Definition of Terms 
There were terms used in specific ways to meet the needs 
of the study. These definitions are provided to assist In 
understanding the study. 
Higher education. All formal education which requires 
that the student has completed a high school education or 
equivalent as a prerequisite. 
Postsecondary education. Generally refered to two year 
education progr~~s that are available to students that have 
completed high school or are old enough to have completed high 
school. It may include vocational technical, transfer courses 
or adult and continuing education. 
Vocational technical education. Used to identify post-
secondary education whose purpose is primarily the develop-
ment of skills, knowledge and attitudes required to enter or 
advance in a skilled occupation. 
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Evaluation measure. In most cases this is a quantifiable 
characteristic about a program or the results of a program. 
User group. There were identifiable groups or persons 
who have specific relationships or responsibilities for voca-
tional technical education. Each of these groups uses certain 
information about the program in order to make decisions which 
concern them. 
User subgroup. User groups who were assessed to have a 
common perspective were clustered together. User groups were 
included in one or more subgroups and the subgroups taken as a 
whole were not mutually exclusive. 
Acceptability of evaluation measures. How much commit-
ment does a person or user group have toward the collection 
and use of specific evaluation measure data? High commitment 
was equated with high acceptance. 
Significance of the Study 
Technical validity and user acceptance validity are two 
dimensions when considering the validity of evaluation measures 
and related criteria. Effect of the evaluation process is the 
result of a combination of the two aspects. The intent of this 
study was to bring a balance between the various user groups, 
therefore, enhancing communications. It seems reasonable that 
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with proper involvement of these user groups in the project 
and tactful distribution of the results of the project there 
would be a movement toward more effective use of evaluation 
data in the total range of decision making process as related 
to vocational technical education programs. 
-
Procedures 
A review of the evaluation studies and related litera-
ture was used to identify the range of characteristics used 
to assess program effectiveness. Potential user groups were 
identified. A jury was used to validate the user groups and 
clarify and consolidate the evaluation measure statements. 
A survey instrument was developed using the identified char-
acteristics. A five point acceptability scale was used for 
rating each characteristic. These ratings were used to prior-
itize the evaluation characteristics for type of user groups. 
Statistical analysis was used to identify significant differ-
ence in the rank orders and level of scores assigned by the 
various groups. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The review of literature included three major areas. 
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First, evaluation was defined as a concept of program manage-
ment. Second, a topology for classifying the wide range of 
evaluation measures was described and illustrated. Third, 
evaluation measures were selected from the array of studies 
and evaluation reports about vocational technical and man-
power programs that have been written. 
In general the evaluation measures were reported by 
classification with references to the particular type of 
program where they were originally identified. 
Evaluation as a Concept 
Accountability to the consumer has increased its impact 
on the educational establishment. One July 23, 1975 The 
Lincoln Star (13, p. 11) reported on a recent Federal Trade 
Commission rUling. The former owner of a local proprietory 
school was reportedly told to refund $750,000 that was 
collected from students who had not received proper infor-
mation from the school. The FTC ruling was that in the 
future students had to be told the job placement rate, drop-
out rate and salaries received by the graduates of programs 
of the school. 
The "Wilms Study" (2) and the "GAO Report" (0) were 
published in 1974 and received major national attention. In 
the abstract of the Wilms Study (62, p. ii) it was claimed 
that only two out of ten graduates from technical or pro-
fessional programs obtained jobs from which they prepared. 
Kenneth Rabben wrote in the American Vocational Journal on 
the program effectiveness as presented in the GAO Report. 
(51, p. 36) 
"Three months ago, A General Accounting 
Office investigation charged that voca~ 
tional education had failed to prepare 
people for employment, mismanaged federal 
funds, and ignored federal regulations." 
There was mixed congressional reaction and Rabben went 
on to quote a congressional committee staff member on the 
impact of the report. The staff member said there would be 
" ... increased emphasis on collection, 
analysis and evaluation of accurate, 
relevant data on program effectiveness." 
Historical Development 
Major emphasis on system wide program effectiveness 
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evaluation of vocational technical education has made major 
developments in the United States of America since the late 
1960's. A 1970 Canadian publication by Wood and Campbell 
(63) is an international bibliography of 389 sources published 
between 1960 and 1969. Christensen (9, p. 2) reported on a 
1967 project conducted in Nevada. In that project Michigan 
State University, Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum pilot tested the Michigan follow up and evaluation 
system in Nevada, Arkansas, Mississippi and Minnesota. 
Christensen (9, p. 22) went on to state that in the fall of 
1969 Nevada adopted a statewide follow up system for all 
students who enrolled in vocational classes. 
Sidney Marland, Secretary of Education, used the January 
20, 1972 Federal Register to authorize the National Advisory 
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Council for Education to monitor the accountability of voca-
tional technical education. Norton and Donivan identifies 
this action as part of their report to the Illinois Advisory 
Council on Vocational Education in 1972. They went on to 
cite states where follow up systems had been initiated. In 
about 1970, the Ohio Center for Vocational Technical Educa-
tion field tested a model in Michigan and Colorado, and the 
Pennsylvania Research Coordinating Unit started a program 
in that state. Oklahoma had a program entitled Occupational 
Training Information System (OTIS) as part of an ongoing 
evaluation effort. In addition Massachusetts was identified 
as having a statewide follow up system. (49, p. 62-68) 
In November, 1973, a national conference on management 
information syst~~s for vocational education (42, p. 1) 
" ... was jointly sponsored by the Oklahoma Department of Vo-
cational Technical Education and the DASP Program Division of 
the Center for Occupational Education ... ". The states of 
Oklahoma, Minnesota, Virginia, and Pennsylvania were selected 
to give descriptive reports on their enrollment, completion 
and follow up systems. The conference report contained des-
criptive overviews of the approaches followed by these states 
and the specific information collected by these systems. 
Another example of the increased interest in follow up 
of students and effectiveness of vocational technical educa-
tion programs was the 1974 report on the follow up study of 
1968, 1971 and 1972 graduates of the public schools of the 
District of Columbia (30). The study was somewhat unique 
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compared to most other studies In that it used factor analysis 
(30, p. 151) and correlational techniques to analyze detail 
data and refine the data that was most relevant. 
This historical development does not indicate that program 
effectiveness has not been a concern prior to the activities 
described. In 1967 Robert Eicher published a follow up study 
for the Nebraska Vocational Technical School at Milford, 
Nebraska. (12) General follow up information along with 
formalized program advisory committee relationships were used 
as the feedback mechanism. However, what happened in some 
of the other studies reported was that ways were being sought 
to expand this program effectiveness feedback system from a 
school or program basis to a statewide basis. 
Rationale for Program Effectiveness Evaluation 
The expansion of effectiveness measures from local program 
applications to statewide applications raised the need to 
clarify the theoretical framework of these types of studies. 
In September 1968, Jerome Moss published a Technical Report 
for the Minnesota Research Coordinating Unit. The scope of 
his relatiVely brief report was illustrated in the introduc-
tory statements. 
The paper will treat the following eight 
dimensions of evaluation, plus a brief section 
dealing with some implications for action: 
(a) The importance of program evaluation; 
(b) some causes of past inactivity in eval-
uation; (c) a definition of program evalua-
tion; (d) program outcomes (or evaluative 
criteria); (e) program characteristics; 
(f) two roles of program evaluation; (g) 
evaluation as a part of the educational 
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change process; and (h) some research 
approaches to evaluation. (52, p. 1) 
As part of his introduction he went on to justify program 
evaluation and to cite the grounds on which to base the need. 
The basic premise of the paper is that 
program evaluation is.,important because 
it provides evidence about the relative 
merits of programs, thus enabling edu-
cators to make more rational decisions 
about the theories and practices of 
program development and operation. Im-
proved rationality of decision making 
is demanded on moral, social, and sci-
entific grounds. 
Moss proposed a model containing the components of the 
evaluation system as he interpreted it. (43, p. 4) The model 
could assist in the classification of the evaluation measures. 
The model included characteristics, outcomes and influences. 
Cautions 
The use of information feedback systems appears to have 
received increased visibility as documented earlier. At times 
there may be a tendency for management to assume that imple-
menting a valid management information system based on outcomes 
and all problems will be solved. It lS critical that the re-
action to the feedback by the people in the system be taken 
into full account. In effect, the information will tell a 
person or group if they did or did not meet some objective. 
As part of their book on Manpower Planning and PrograJflming 
(8, p. 306) Burack and Walker use an article from the January-
February 1970 Harvard Review to highlight some of this concern. 
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The position is taken that the feedback information cannot 
replace " ... the analysis required when dealing with human 
organizations ... " (8, p. 306) It is further stated that in 
the complex social syste~m performance appraisal may have both 
positive and negative motivational impact. The different 
frame of reference of each job' assignment in the system will 
be different so the expectations of the results will be dif-
ferent. It would be reasonable to imply that how the per-
form~~ce appraisal information is used may be equally as iru-
portant as the validity and reliability of the specific in-
formation. 
Although this article provided by Burack and Walker 
was based on the industrial setting it seemed relevant to the 
appraisal evaluation in the educational setting. The cautions 
also seemed relevant, but hopefully they do not become cause 
for inaction in developing appraisal evaluation in educational 
settings. The issues dealt with the need for not using one 
grand evaluation system, using many kinds of feedback, with 
no zero-score (the normal curve could be considered to be 
this type) comparisons and to remain future-oriented. In 
summary these authors said (8, p. 318) 
1. Resist the t~~ptation to devise one 
grand performance appraisal system to 
serve all management needs. 
2. In providing feedback to the individual, 
use many kinds of feedback, and avoid 
zero-scope comparisons. 
3. Keep the company's apprDach to perfor-
mance appraisal open and future oriented. 
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One hundred and thirty-eight evaluation measure des-
criptors were initially identified in the literature as hav-
ing been applied in the performance evaluation of vocational 
technical education programs. The need for some method of 
classification or clustering these measures was apparent. 
Moss (43, p. 4) presented the major components of an evalua-
tion system as described earlier. This provided a~ initial 
frame of reference for approaching this task. Mangum and 
Snedeker (35, p. 256 to 289) proposed a classification scheme 
that has similarities with the evaluation system components 
model. This classification scheme or topology is somewhat 
linear in nature and tends to move from process to product. 
The following outline describes the major categories of their 
topology. 
I. Operational Control 
B. l1onitoring 
1. Custodial Honitoring 
2. Hanagerial Honitoring 
II. Alternatives Effectiveness Assessment 
A. Effectiveness Analysis 
1. Outcomes Within The Progra~ 
2. Immediate Outcomes of The Program 
B. Cost Analysis 
C. Relative Cost/Effectiveness Analysis 
III. Outcomes Assessment 
IV. Impact Assessment 
This topology was illustrated with examples and des-
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criptions of various evaluation measures used in evaluation 
at the local and state levels. 
The model by Moss considers the environment in which 
the student, program and outcomes are found. At some point 
the results become relative in their comparison to all other 
outcomes. 
Major Components of the Evaluation System 
Student Characteristics I 
Intervening 
Influences 
~Progr= 
Intervening 
Influences Charactariati"a~ 
:; 
'\ Actual Outcomes 
Comparative 
Outcomes 
After presenting his model Moss described guidelines 
for the criteria selection. He made the point that program 
characteristics are not adequate CY'i teria because they cannot 
be proven. (43, p. 6) 
First, the criteria by Which instructional 
programs are to be evaluated must be the outcomes -
the products - of instruction. Program char-
acteristics cannot be used as evaluative cri-
teria, for, by so doing we assume, rather than 
prove, that those characteristics are good. 
Given the present state of knowledge, the major 
purpose of evaluation must be to determine 
which program characteris-tics actually produce 
the desired outcomes for a certain group of 
students. Almost none of our cherished "Prin-
ciples" of vocational education practice have 
been empirically validated. They have about as 
much scientific status right now as old wive's 
tales. Many of them, in time, may prove to be 
pedagogically sound. But the point is that 
they remain to be proven. Until they are 
proven, alleged evaluations based only upon 
the presence or absence of certain program 
characteristics are acts of faith. In fact, 
they merely serve to describe the program in 
terms of variables which we presently think 
are important. 
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Moss went on to identify the need to recognize n ••• the 
dif"ferent philosophies or values systems under which voca-
tional, or technical, or practical arts programs might be 
operated." (1+3, p. 6) For there could be a difference in 
perspective between Department of Labor manpower programs 
and Department of Education vocational education programs. 
In addition he stated that program outcomes should be stated 
at both the macro and micro level, sensitive to variations 
In program characteristics and assigned monetary values when 
possible. (52, p.7) 
Moss also expressed general concern for bringing research 
technology to bear on the problems of evaluation. As part 
of that effort he described research approaches and their 
possible applications on evaluation efforts. He recognized 
formative evaluation as a method often used in program develop-
ment. (52, p. 15) He noted that expert and self-evaluations 
are often used, but care must be taken to test these judgments 
and not always accept them as correct. (52, p. 16) In addi-
tion, followups use information from former students, but 
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there is the need to consider comparisons with other programs 
and impact on such things as the school, industry and the com-
munity. (52, p. 16) He pointed out that experiments should 
be used where possible, and that interrupted time series de-
sign is most frequently useful in educational research. (52, 
p. 16-17) Moss identified regressional analysis as a statis-
tical tool in evaluation to be used " ... to test for inter-
actions between progr~~ and student characteristics and bet-
ween program and other influences. (52, p. 19) He termed re-
gression analysis " ... a most useful, almost indispensable 
tool in evaluation ... " (52, p. 19) 
Summary 
The survey of the literature yielded examples of evalua-
tion systems for vocational technical education programs imple-
mented in several states during recent years. In addition some 
theoritical models illustrating the components of evaluation 
models and the interaction of their various parts were described. 
A primary function of the literature review was to iden-
tify follow up studies which collected and reported various 
types of information about former students. These reported 
evaluation measures (Appendix L) formed the basic starting 
point for determining the acceptability of evaluation mea-
sures by selected decision makers. 
Reference was infrequently made as to the process for 
selecting or validating evaluation measures as being accept-
able. It appeared that selection was a teChnical decision 
with no documentation to the perceptions of the persons who 
would use the data in the evaluation report.' 
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CHAPTER III 
CONCEPTUAL FRAHEHORK AND METHODOLOGY 
This study was based on evaluation measures that were 
reported in evaluation publications about manpower or vo-
cational technical education p!'ograms. It was assumed that 
since the measures were published they .were considered tech-
nically relevant and important to decision makers. 
A wide range of groups have the potential for making 
different decisions about vocational technical education 
programs. Members of these groups can be found at all levels 
of the decision making process. A sample cf these people 
could be used to rate the acceptability of the evaluation 
measures. 
Study Objectives 
The objectives of the study were both process and pro-
duct in nature. The study was conce:t'ned with (l) how to 
analyze the acceptability of evaluation measures and (2) 
developing and validating a set of evaluation measures to 
be used as a model for reporting program effectiveness to 
different groups of citizens. The model developed through 
the study is considered useful for further studies to vali-
date user group acceptability of evaluation measures. 
The following objectives were accomplished by the study. 
1. A procedure fop determining the accept-
ability of evaluation measures was devel-
oped and trial tested, 
2. A model was developed which specifies the 
types of measures various user 
groups identify for an evaluation 
model, 
3. Measured differences in the accept-
ability of evaluation measures by 
user groups were identified. 
Evaluation Measures 
The evaluation measures selecte&from the literature 
were used as the basis for the initial list. During the 
search process emphasis was placed on the evaluation mea-' 
sures that were output in nature. The intent was to find 
measures that reflect the results of the learning activity 
or total educational programs. 
Categorization of Evaluation Measures 
The resulting list of evaluation measures from the 
survey of literature included many duplications and inter-
related terms and concepts. The author used a card sort 
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to cluster the measures on the basis of content. This process 
yielded the fourteen classifications listed below. 
1. General Program/Participant Descriptors 
2. Program Ratios 
3. Worker or Student Satisfaction with Program or 
School 
4. Cost Factors 
5. Non-Job Effects of Education 
6. Parental Opinion 
7. Job Seeking Experience 
8. Location of Job 
9. Job Characteristics 
10. Job and Relationship with Education or Training 
Completed 
11. Wages and Benefits 
12. Job Assessment by Former Student/Worker 
13. Job Tenure 
14. Worker Evaluation by Employer 
Each of these classifications contained from three to thirteen 
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individual evaluation measures. These items were included 
in a set of materials for the jury members to review. 
pendix A-4) 
Content Validation 
(Ap-
The unduplicated, grouped list of evaluation terms from 
the literature was used as the starting point for the content 
validation. A jury of ten persons was asked to review the 
list of evaluation terms. The jury was composed of teacher 
educators, administrators, a board member and a senator. 
This review covered several aspects of the project. The 
objectives regarding the review of the evaluation measures 
were to (1) evaluate the clarity of the description used 
for each evaluation measure, (2) review the assignment of 
evaluation measures to each of the groups and subgroups and 
(3) assess the maximum list of terms feasible to be used in 
the final survey form (Appendix A~4). As part of their 
review the jury was asked to check those items which they 
would be interested in using. One hundred and one items 
were included on the list for the jury members. 
A-I and A-4) 
Item Selection 
(Appendix 
The author's experience indicates that the length of the 
survey instrument may be a critical factor in obtaining a 
consistant level of responses in an optimal choice situation. 
In this case the Jury members could either select or not 
select the item. The members of the jury who participated 
in the selection activity checked 55% of the items as ones 
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that they would use. When considering the items by 20% 
intervals the range of acceptance was from 64% to 44%. It 
appears that 20% to 25% intervals or clusters are large enough 
to define this trend. However, 10% clusters appear to be 
small enough so that they are influenced more by the desir-
ability of the items in that group of items than by the 10-
cation of the cluster of items in the total instrument. 
Table 1 illustrates the level of acceptance of the 
increments of items by the members of the jury. 
Table 1 Jury Acceptance of Evaluation Measures 
Item Average Variance from total 
Interval % Points mean points 
1 - 20 64% 4.48 +.63 
21 - 40 61% 4.27 +.42 
41 - 60 58% 4.06 +.21 
61 - 80 50% 3.50 -.35 
81 - 100 44% 3.08 -.77 
1 - 101 55% 3.85 
It was determined that the maximum number of items to 
be included in the survey should be no more than 50 or 60 
items. Appendix A-S shows the number of jury members who 
selected each of the items. The average number of positive 
selections by the jury members was calculated for each incre-
ment of twenty items. By selecting the items at or above the 
whole number of the average fifty four items were selected 
for the survey instrument. During this selection process 
item #14 was overlooked and not included as it should have 
been according to the selection criteria of the process. 
Item Selection Chart , 
During the selection process the criteria was also estab-
Ii shed that at least three items would be included from each 
category of items. In some cases specific modifications 
were made based on suggestions from jury members. The jury 
members also proposed addi-tional measures. These measures 
were not considered in -the study, but they were included in 
the appendixA-1 for future reference. 
The fading level of responses described above had been 
noted by the researcher in earlier research. The term "fa-
tigue factor" was coined to identify the concept. However, 
due to limited sample size and lack of statistical treatment 
these can only be noted as observations that could be empir-
ically treated in another setting. 
Rating Scale 
In his book Foundations of Behavioral Research, Kerlinger 
(32, p. 496) identified three possible types of scales for 
measuring attitude. The summated rating scale, the equal 
appearing interval scale and cumulative (or the Guttman) 
scales. Early in his discussion on these scales Kerlinger 
pointed out the weakness of the summated rating scale. (32, 
p. 496) 
"The individual differences yielded by summated 
rating attitude scales (and similarily scored 
trait measures) have been shown to be due in 
in part to response set and other similar ex-
traneous sources of variance." 
In order -to moderate the possible influence of response 
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set each point on the rating scale was augmented with an 
• 
additional descriptor illustrating the amount of effort the 
respondent would be willing to exert to obtain this parti-
cular evaluation measure. 
In summary of the three types of attitude scales Ker-
linger identified the summated scale as the most practical 
as well as being acceptable for research involving identifi-
cation of attitude. (32, p. 499) 
"Of the three types of scales, the summated 
rating scale seems to be the most useful in 
behavioral research. It is easier to develop, 
and as indicated above, yields about the same 
results as the more laboriously constructed 
equal appearing interval scale. Used with 
care and knowledge of its weakness, summated 
rating scales can be adapted to many needs of 
behavioral researchers." 
The summated rated scale was selected for use because of its 
general acceptance in behavioral research and adaptability 
to the problem being considered. 
Survey Form Development 
The survey form (Appendix C-3) was designed so the infor-
mation could be collectect and minimize the proposed impact 
of the "fatigue factor" described above. Fiftyfour items 
were selected for the instrument. The items and rating 
scale were designed to fit on a single 11" x 14" sheet. 
Columns were established for each number place on the rating 
scale so that the participant could monitor the distribution 
of choices as the form was filled out. 
All user groups were listed on a General Information 
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form (Appendix C-2) so that the survey participant could 
, 
check the items that described his relationship to vocational 
technical education in Nebraska. 
Data User Groups 
A wide variety of groups of persons could potentially 
use evaluation information concerning the effectiveness of 
vocational technical programs. The members of each group 
have unique decisions which they must make. A review of the 
groups in Nebraska who would use evaluation information 
indicated that there were three major types of groups. These 
were subgroups of policy, administration and consumers. In 
addition the local and state level aspect was identified 
for each of the subgroups. Appendix A-5 identifies the 
various groups selected and their classification or category. 
An effort was made to identify all Nebraska based groups 
who make decisions concerning public vocational technical 
education. Although some jury members suggested including 
representatives from non-public, proprietary or private 
schools as well as the Nebraska Job Service, they were not 
included at this time. These could be valid groups, and they 
would provide meaningful comparisons with the groups utilized. 
However, it was necessary to delimit the scope of the group 
considered for this particular study. 
The jury and other sources were used to identify specific 
persons to invite to participate in the survey. An estimate 
was made to determine how many extra individuals were to be 
Table 2 Summary of Invitees, Participants and Days to Return Survey 
Number Number Number Average Days Requested 
Cat."'£2£Y/ Group Invited Sent Survey Ret. Surv~ To Return SUrrunaEY 
--~------
Student-former 15 9 7 9.14 5 
Student-current 15 5 3 4.66 2 
Parent 13 9 5 11.4 1 
Employer 13 13 10 6. 5 8 
Legislator 7 6 5 9.2 4 
State Bd. of Ed. 8 5 5 5.6 3 
Advisory Council 8 8 6 5.3 4 
1202/344 9 7 6 15.0 3 
Area Board (TCC) 31 22 22 8. 3 15 
State Administration 12 12 12 6 5 
Teacher Educator 12 12 11 8 9 
Area President 6 6 6 7 4 
Local Administration 11 11 10 10.2 8 
Local Staff 13 11 11 9 7 
TOTAL 178 135 119 8.23 78 '" 
'" 
,----
Where more than-the desired surveys were returned the 
surveys returned in the shortest length of time were used 
for the inter group comparisons. 
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Many of the persons involved in the study had multiple 
relationships to vocational technical education. In some 
cases a single, primary relationship was identified, and in 
other cases where appropriate, multiple relationships were 
utilized. The later was the case when a local board member 
served on state level board, councilor commission. Each 
relationship was given one of four codes. They were as follows. 
1 = primary relationships 
2 = secondary relationships 
3 = former relationships 
4 = primary relationship, but excess to the sample 
Table 3 shows the distribution of these relationships for 
each of the group categories. In some cases a person would 
have a primary relationship to more than one user group. 
This would be the situation where a person was a member of 
a local area board and a state coordinating commission. 
Where organized groups were part of the sample they 
were approached as a group and asked to participate and 
endorse the project. These group contacts were made prior 
to mailing the invitations and surveys. 
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Table 3 Survey Participant·s and User Group Membership 
Group 
Category 1 2 3 4 
Local 46 7 7 6 
State 44 17 6 3 
.. 
, 
Local Admin. 20 7 6 6 
Local Policy 21 0 1 0 
Consumers 21 43 0 3 
Policy 38 8 5 1 
Administrators 40 16 8 9 
Data Collection 
Each candidate was sent an invitation letter (Appendix 
B) which explained the project and requested his participa-
tion. The enclosed post card (Appendix B-2) was to be returned 
with his response. When the affirmative reply was received 
by the author a survey and general information form were 
sent to the participant within five days. The average re-
sponse time on the post cards was 5.9 days, while the surveys 
were returned in an average of 8.23 days later. Seventy-nine 
or 58% of the participants requested summaries of the results 
of the study. 
In a limited nQmber of cases these procedures were 
modified. In the case of parents five telephone calls were 
made to ask if there were questions and request that they 
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return the surveys. When the level of returns were examined 
it appeared that parents and students did not respond as 
readily as some other groups. Two telephone calls were made 
to local board members to check on non-returned surveys. 
All initial contacts with legislators were made personally 
rather than with the letter of invitation. 
Data Analysis 
The survey contained fifty four randomly sequenced eval-
uation measures or items. Each evaluation measure in the 
survey had the potential of several individual questions 
and pieces of information. The diverse, excessive amount 
of data from all these questions could confuse effective 
decision making. Therefore, some rationale was necessary 
for selecting and reducing the measures that could be effec-
tively utilized. Means of user group rating on each eval-
uation measure were used to determine rank order of the mea-
sures. Rank order of evaluation measures was compared be-
tween user groups along with factor analysis to determine 
acceptability of the evaluation measures. 
Rank Order 
The items or evaluation measures which received a 
mean of 2.000 or lower were identified. Based on the 
rating scale this indicated that either a majority of the 
survey participants agreed that everyone should use the mea-
sure or that the mean of the scores indicated acceptance. 
When the mean was calculated 35 or 65% of the items were 
scored 2.000 or lower by at least one subgroup. Appendix 
D illustrates the subgroups and items which scored a mean 
of 2.000 or lower. 
A coding scheme was devised so that all data could 
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be keypunched on cards and utilized in automatic data pro-
cessing equipment. The coding allowed for the identifica-
tion of relationship to vocational technical education or user 
group membership along with rating assigned to each evalua-
tion measure. A participant and project identification number 
were also included. Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) along with the resources of the Bureau of 
Sociological Research and the Computer Center of the Univer-
sity of Nebraska - Lincoln were used to compile the data. 
In research of this type the median is often used for 
statistical analysis rather than the mean. In a voting en-
vironment this would predict the outcome of the decisions. 
However, observation indicates that in the particular deci-
sion making processes under consideration strength of convic-
tion appears to sway what may have been a majority vote at 
the onset. Therefore, the more restrictive mean was selected 
as the cut off point for measures to be included in the factor 
analysis and ranking processes. 
The means of each of the seven user groups were used 
to identify the rank of each item. (Appendix E) If more than 
one evaluation measure was tied for a rank the average was 
assigned to the tied items. 
Rank Order Comparisons 
After all evaluation measures were glven a rank order 
for each user group they were all summarized on one display. 
(Appendix F) This display was also used to identify the num-
ber of ranks to which each user group had assigned a mean 
score of 2.000 or less. 
These rank order comparisons displays were used to 
identify which evaluation measures in the top ten and the top 
twenty six ranks were considered acceptable by each of the 
seven user groups. Five of the seven user groups had to rate 
the evaluation measure as acceptable in that rank group before 
the measure was reported. 
Rank differences were used to identify those evaluation 
measures that were considered of special interest (2.000 
rating or less) to some user groups and not of interest to 
other user groups. In order to be considered relevant the 
rank difference had to be at least ten ranks and the mean 
score of over 2.000 for the user group assigned the lower 
rank. 
Factor Analysis 
If only the top ranked evaluation measures were selec-
ed there might have been a tendency to select those items 
which were focused on only one aspect or issue in the spectrum 
of important issues. There was a need to cover the range of 
important issues Hith the smallest amount of data. If a se-
lection technique could be applied to the items it should be 
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possible to select out the most appropriate evaluation mea-
sures in terms of desirability as well as range of issues. 
The statistical methodology of factor analysis was se-
lected as having the capability of moving from a coorelation 
matrix to a set of factors which account for the variance 
that is found between the items. The items showing high 
coorelation to these factors were then used to name these 
factors. 
Each factor from the factor analysis was reviewed to de-
termine the evaluation measures or items that appeared to be 
related to that factor. The factor score coefficient of .30 
was used as the lowest score which could qualify a score 
for acceptance for the particular factor. The accepted scores 
were underlined on the "Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix". (Appen-
dix G) Negative coefficients identified measures not in factor. 
The question was then raised, "How can the factor anal-
ysis be used to determine if factors tend to be of more 
interest to any of the user groups?" The evaluation measure 
ranks by each of the user groups was used to analyze the user 
group acceptance of the items identified with each task. 
Appendix H "User Group Rankings of Evaluation Measures for 
Each Factor", gives the ranks assigned by each user group. 
The ranks were surr~ed for the items for each user group. 
The mean rank (XR) was then calculated and used to rank 
order the user groups for the evaluation measures in that 
particular factor. Appendix I, "Rank Order of User Groups 
and Mean Rank for Each Factor" shows the rank order of the 
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user groups for each factor. Analysis of the rank order 
was used to determine which user groups were more interested 
in the information included in the particular factor and 
which user groups were less interested. 
The ranks assigned by the individual user groups to 
evaluation measures of each factor were the key to deter-
mining the acceptability of the factors by each of the seven 
user groups. The following steps were used in this process. 
1. Calculate sum of ranks assigned to evaluation 
measures in each factor. This was done for each 
user group. (Appendix H) 
2. Calculate the mean of these ranks for each user 
group on that factor. 
3. Rank order the user groups on the acceptability for 
that factor. (Appendix I and Table 5) 
4. Sum and find average rank for that factor when each 
user group is considered equal. Higher ranks 
(closer to 1) indicated more acceptability of the 
factor. 
5. Determine the agreement between user .groups as to 
the acceptability of the factor. 
Factor analysis is a rather comples statistical method-
ology Which is a practical tool because of subrouting packages 
available through SPSS and related materials. Many jUdgments 
must be made in the application of this approach which In 
turn may place some of the resultant statements in the area 
of assumption rather than in the area of proven fact. The 
stability of the factors over time or in a test retest situa-
tion is often less than desirable. 
Summary 
A survey form on acceptability of evaluation measures 
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was developed with the assistance of a jury. The survey form 
was used to solicit the opinion of Nebraska residents who 
were identified as members of user groups who made decisions 
about vocational technical education in Nebraska. 
The ratings of the evaluation measures were used to 
rank order the measures and compute a factor analysis on those 
measures that were rated acceptable by at least one user 
group. The rank order and factor analysis data was used to 
determine the acceptability of the evaluation measures and 
suggest measures that the user subgroups identify for use in 
an evaluation system model. In addition this data was used 
to determine if there was any difference In the acceptability 
of the evaluation measures by the different user subgroups. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
As a result of the analysis and work with the data 
several aspects of the evaluation measures were identified. 
Analysis of the rank order and means of the various groups 
described the more acceptable evaluation measures. Some 
34 of the items were rated with a mean of 2.000 or less by 
one or more of the user groups. The 26th rank was the lowest 
rank of any group receiving 2.000 or less. This was the 
Local Administration user group. Three of the user groups 
each identified 20 items as being acceptable evaluation 
measures. Appendix F shows the rank order of the items for 
each user group and the cutoff point for the 2.000 or less 
rating which was established as acceptance of the evaluation 
measure. 
Evaluation Measure Acceptability 
A succession of documented steps were used to move from 
a list of one hundred thirty eight items to ten factors en-
compassing thirty four items. The number of items and the 
steps were as follows: 
Number of 
Step Items Description of Results 
1. 138 Initial list from literature 
2. 101 List sent to jury members 
3. 54 Items on survey 
4. 35 Items with mean of 2.000 or 
below by a user group 
5 . 10 Factors 
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These clustered items were proposed as a basis for 
selecting evaluation measures as well as a starting point for 
developing the knowledge about factors of evaluation mea-
sures that decision makers will use in evaluating the results 
of postsecondary vocational technical education programs. 
Top Ten Ranks 
In the top ten ranks seventeen different items were 
rated as acceptable by the seven different user groups. 
Five of the items were rated as acceptable by all of the 
user groups. The items are sequenced by the mean rank (XR) 
assigned by all user groups. The following are these eval-
uation measures: 
1. 64 
3.14 
3.2l 
4.21 
5.1 
Increased job opportunities due to education 
program (V30) 
Supervisor evaluation of technical competence, 
dependability, accuracy, quality, thoroughness, 
attendance, puncutality, and work quantity (V46) 
Employment rate of graduates compared to employ-
ment rate of same age group in general popula-
tion (V3S) 
Worker identification of skills used on job as 
compared to skills taught in education program 
(V61) 
Initial job related to education received (V29) 
In these same top ten ranks two of the items were identi-
fied by six of the seven user groups. The following are 
these evaluation measures. 
XR 
7.5 Former student opinion, would he do it over 
again? (V32) 
8.5 Supervisor evaluation of employee's specific 
equipment knowledge (V44) 
Five of the seven groups identified two additional 
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items as acceptable evaluation measures. The following are 
these evaluation measures. 
8.1 Worker identification of how education program 
helped him or her (V68) 
9.6 Employer evaluation of productivity increase 
due to education (V57) 
Appendix J lists the items in the top ten ranks and the 
corresponding user groups who rated them as acceptable. 
Evaluation Measure Acceptance in 
Top Twenty Six Ranks 
As mentioned above, twenty six ranks were the most 
ranks which were rated at 2.000 or lower by a user group. 
The following table shows the number of items and the number 
of user groups that rated them as acceptable. 
Table 4 User Groups and Acceptance of Evaluation Measures 
Number of 
Evaluation Measures 
12 
4 
2 
4 
2 
3 
8 
Number of User 
Groups Assigning 
2.000 or less 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
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It should be noted that approximately one half of the 
items under consideration were deemed acceptable by five or 
more of the seven different user groups. This would seem to 
indicate that there are evaluation measures which are of 
common interest, and there are also measures which are of 
special interest to specific user groups. 
The following list contains the evaluation measures 
deemed acceptable by five, six and seven of the user groups. 
They are rank ordered by mean rank (XR) assigned by all user 
groups for that evaluation measure. 
XR 
1. 64 
3.14 
3.2l 
4.2 
5.1 
7.5 
8.1 
8. 5 
9.6 
All Seven User Groups 
Increased job opportunities due to educa-
tion program (V30) 
Supervisor evaluation of technical competence, 
dependability, accuracy, quality, thorough-
ness, attendance, punctuality, and work quan-
tity (V46) 
Employment rate of graduates compared to 
employment rate (V35) 
Worker identification of skills used on job 
as compared to skills taught in education 
program (V6l) 
Initial job related to education received 
(V29) 
Former student opinion, would he do it over 
again? (V32) 
Worker identification of how education program 
helped him or her (V68) 
Supervisor evaluation of employee's specific 
equipment knowledge (V44) 
Employer evaluation of productivity increase 
due to education (V57) 
13.3 
13.9 
18.0 
14.4 
14.7 
17.5 
21. 5 
17.2 
20.0 
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Satisfaction with school facilities and equip-
ment one year after leaving program (V59) 
Supervisor evaluation of employee's job 
related knowledge (V51) 
Advances in job classification on same job 
(V71) 
Six of Seven User Groups 
Supervisor evaluation of former student In 
relation to other workers (V40) 
Placement rate = placements divided by comple-
tions or terminations 
Self reporting of relative value and useful-
ness of skills learned in program (V42) 
Comparative income gains between enrollees 
and completors (V34) 
Five of Seven User Groups 
Relationship between distribution of jobs 
in job market and educational opportunities 
being offered (V55) 
Worker expectations about their job future 
(V31) 
Appendix K lists the items in the top twenty six ranks 
and the corresponding user groups who rated them as accept-
able. 
Special Acceptability of 
Evaluation ~leasuresBy User Group 
The previous section discussed the evaluation measures 
that appeared to be of common interest to the major portion 
of the user groups. However, there appeared to be certain 
evaluation measures that were of unique interest to the 
various user groups. These special interest evaluation mea-
sures were noted by identifying wide discrepancies between 
ranks assigned to the evaluation measures by the user groups. 
The difference of ten rank positions was identified as the 
standard required before an evaluation measure was selected 
as being of special importance to a user group. Only those 
evaluation measures with a difference of 10 or more rank 
positions and having a mean of 2.000 or less for the high 
ranking user group were considered. 
The following sections identify and summarize these 
special interest evaluation measures. In addition the user 
groups comparatively less interested are identified if the 
evaluation measure was assigned a mean rating of over 2.000 
indicating that user group did not consider the evaluation 
measure useful. The left column contains the ranks assigned 
to the evaluation measures by the user group under discus-
sion. The center column states the evaluation measures, 
and the right column lists the user groups who met the cri-
teria for rating the evaluation measure not important. 
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Consumers 
Assigned Ranked Less 
Rank Evaluation Measure Important 
11 Time between leaving program All other groups 
and first job placement, and 
if above average wh.y (V69) 
13.5 Average weekly wage after one All other groups 
and five years on job (V26) 
13.5 Comparative income gains Local policy 
between enrollees and com-
I pletors (V34 ) ~ Comparison between present All other groups job and desired job (V66) , 
A review of the items of particular importance to Con-
sumers indicates that this user group wants to know about 
job placement and wage benefits while most of the other user 
groups placed a lower priority on these issues. 
Local 
Assigned Ranked Less 
Rank Evaluation Measure Important 
Local What things does the former Consumers 
Adminis- student feel he can do parti-
tration cularly well on job (V3S) Policy 
11 
I Local 
Local I 
Policy I I 14 
Although Local Administration and Administration user 
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groups assigned higher ranks than did Local and Local Policy 
it seemed reasonable to assume that the dynamic of the local 
frame of reference was the dominate factor. The local sector 
demonstrated concern for individual student feelings about 
their job performance capability. 
Local Policy 
Assigned Ranked 
Rank Evaluation Measure Less Important 
17 Graduates enrolled for addi- All other groups 
tional, occupational re- except Local 
I lated education (V7 3) 
10.5 Job adjustment problems as Consumers, State 
reported by worker (V36) Administration 
I Policy I 
Local policy makers may place higher value on contin-
ulng education for adults and former students than do the 
other user groups. 
Local and Local Administration also joined Local Policy 
in being concerned about job adjustment problems. This was 
particularly true when compared to consumers who ranked this 
evaluation measure at 30. 
Local Policy and Policy 
There were some areas where Local Policy and Policy 
were in agreement as to the special importance of evaluation 
measures. The relationship between job availability and 
educational opportunities offered was particularly strong 
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while Local, Administration and Local Administration did 
not rate this as an important issue. On two other evalua-
tion measures there was an apparent rank difference, but 
the user groups ranking the measures lower still tagged them 
as acceptable measures. They were included in the display 
as an exception to the special interest criteria and noted 
with *. In this table the two user groups are listed in 
the left column along with their rank for the measure. 
Assigned Ranked 
Rank Evaluation Measure Less Important 
Local Policy Relationship between Local, Adminis-
5 distribution of jobs in tration, Local 
Policy job market and educational Administration 
6 opportunities being 
offered (V 5 5) 
Local Policy Worker identification of Local Adminis-
3 how education program tration (15*) 
Policy helped him or her (V6 8) 
4-
Local Policy Placement rate = place- Local Adminis-
8 ments divided by com- tration (23*) 
Policy pletions or terminations Consumer Admin-
5 (V54 ) istration ( 2l*) 
It appears that policy groups have a different percep-
tion as to the focus of vocational technical education when 
compared to administrators and cons~~ers. They could be 
considered to be asking the question, "Should the education 
prepare students to stay in the particular location or allow 
them to be mobile and move to another location?" 
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Policy 
Assigned Ranked 
Rank Evaluation Measure Less Important 
17 Average cost per completion Administration 
(V53) Local Adminis-
tration Local 
, 
19 Total cost per enrollment All Others 
or enrollee (V75) 
18 Worker evaluation of support Administration 
services received from school Consumers 
while enrolled (V73 ) State 
Policy groups appeared to be more interested in cost 
issues than are administrators. They also appeared to be 
somewhat more interested in the support services that the 
student received while attending the program. 
Local Administration 
Assigned Ranked 
Rank Evaluation Measure Less Important 
6.5 Reason former student gave Consumers, Policy 
for leaving education pro- Local Policy, 
gram (V60) State, Local 
25 Method used to look for work Consumer, Policy 
State, Local, 
Local Policy 
The process issues of reason for leaving program and 
work seeking methods were of apparent interest to local ad-
ministrators. It was noted that the reason for leaving was 
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of particular concern and that there was a wide spread in 
the ranks of the two measures under consideration. 
There were also some attitudinal items where Local Admin-
istration was dominate but w.aS joined with Local or Adminis-
tration. Several of these measures were attitudinal in nature. 
General observation would indicate the local measures could 
be oriented toward the "feelings" or attitude of the former 
student. 
Assigned 
Rank 
Local Administration 
10 
Local 
13 
Local Administration 
16 
Local 
18 
Administration 
18 
Administration 
7 
Policy 
12 
. Local 
13 
Administration 
Administration 
14 
Local Administration 
19 
Administration 
16 
Local Administration 
18 
Evaluation Measure 
Worker expectations 
about their job 
future (V31) 
Graduates feelings 
about themselves, 
their communities 
and others (V28) 
Supervisor evalu-
ation of former 
student in rela-
tion to other 
workers (V40) 
Employer evalua-
tion of inter-
personal relation-
ship skills (V76) 
Reason not cur-
rently employed in 
field of training 
(V43) 
Ranked Less 
Important 
Policy, 
Consumer 
Policy 
Consumers 
Consumers 
. Consumers, 
Local 
Consumers 
Policy, Con-
sumers, Local 
Policy, State 
Policy, Con-
sumer, Local 1 . Policy ~ ____________________ ~ ________ ~ ____________ -k ____ ~~ __ ~. __ ~ 
\ 
1 
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Administrators expressed special interest in the three 
areas of comparative evaluations, interpersonal relationship 
skills and reason not working in field of training. The 
Consumer user group was the consistent group that was not 
interested in these evaluation measures. 
State 
When using this analysis approach, State Level and 
Consumers were both relatively interested in employee basic 
education skills as evaluated by the supervisor. Policy, 
Local and Local Administration were less interested in this 
issue. 
Assigned Ranked 
Rank Evaluation Measure Less Important 
State I Supervisor evaluation of Local Administra-17 
I 
employee's basic reading, 
I 
tion, Local, Policy 
verbal and math skills 
(V79) 
Consumer Local Administra-
19 tion, Local 
Through comparisons it was possible to identify these 
general areas of evaluation measures that the various user 
groups considered important or unimportant. This has the 
potential of making it possible to delegate different types 
of evaluation measures to the user groups who perceive the 
information as most important and will integrate the infor-
mation into the decisions they have to make. 
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Factor Analysis 
The SPSS program for Factor Analysis identified ten 
factors within the 34 items selected as acceptable from the 
survey. Over 80% of the variance was accounted for in the 
first six factors with the first factor identified with 
42.9% of the variance. The following list identifies the 
factor number and name, the percent of variance accounted 
for by the items in the factor and the listing of evaluation 
measures ranked ordered on the factor score coefficient for 
each measure. 
Factor 1 
(42.9% of variance) 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
Factor Score 
Coefficient 
.79 
.62 
.57 
.55 
. 53 
.51 
.49 
.'+7 
Factor Title and 
Evaluation Measures 
Transition from School to Work Role 
Method used to look for work (V37) 
Worker expectations about their 
job future (V3l) 
Reason former student gave for 
leaving education program (V60) 
Reason not currently employed In 
field of training (V43) 
What things does the former student 
feel he can do particularly well 
on job (V38) 
Job adjustment problems as reported 
by worker (V36) 
Worker identification of skills 
used on job as compared to skills 
taught in education program (V6l) 
Satisfaction with school facilities 
and equipment one year after leav-
ing program (V59) 
I. .40 
J. .37 
K. .36 
Factor 2 
<11. 4% of variance) 
A. .77 
B. .73 
C. .46 
D. .43 
E. .36 
F. -.15 
Factor 3 
(9.1% of variance) 
A. ,70 
B. .63 
C. .46 
D. .52 
E. .48 
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Graduates feelings about themselves, 
their co:mrri.unities and others (V28) 
Advances in job classification on 
same job (V71) 
Employer evaluation of. interpersonal 
relationship skills (V76) 
Costs and Proximity of 
Education to Job Market 
Total cost per enrollment or en-
rollee (V75) 
Average cost per completor (V53) 
Worker evaluation of support ser-
vices received from school while 
enrolled (V73) 
Placement rate = placements divided 
by completions or terminations (V54) 
Relationship between distribution 
of jobs in job market and educational 
opportunities being offered (V55) 
Initial job related to education 
received (V29) 
Supervisor Evaluation 
of Employee Performance 
Supervisor evaluation of employee's 
job related knowledge (V51) 
Supervisor evaluation of employee's 
specific equipment knowledge (V44) 
Worker evaluation of support services 
received from school while enrolled 
(V73) 
Supervisor evaluation of former 
student in relation to other workers 
(V40) 
Employer evaluation of productivity 
increase due to education (V57) 
F. .46 
G. .37 
Factor 4 
(8.8% of variance) 
A. .67 
B. .58 
C. .31 
Factor 5 
(6.4% of variance) 
A. .66 
B. .42 
C. .39 
D. .38 
E. .30 
F. -.15 
Factor 6 
(5.7% of variance)· 
A. .71 
B. .63 
Self reporting of relative value 
and usefulness of skills learned 
in program (V42) 
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Employer evaluation of interpersonal 
relationship skills (V76) 
Employment Benefits 
from Education Program 
Employment rate of graduates com-
pared to employment rate of same age 
group in general population (V35) 
Increased job opportunities due to 
education program (V30) 
Initial job related to education 
received (V29) 
Appraisal of Program Benefits 
Worker identification of how educa-
tion program helped him or her (V68) 
Graduates enrolled for additional, 
occupational related education (V78) 
Self reporting of relative value 
and usefulness of skills learned in 
program (V42) 
Relationship between distribution 
of jobs in job market and educational 
opportunities being offered (V55) 
Employer evaluation of productivity 
increase due to education (V57) 
Reason former student gave for leav-
ing education program (V60) 
Earnings and Other Employee 
Benefits as Related to Education Program 
Current earning compared to expected 
earning without education (V70) 
Wage rate at end of education/training 
(V63) 
C. .58 
D. .55 
E. .39 
F. .37 
G. .35 
Factor 7 
(4.9% of variance) 
A. .60 
B. -.17 
C. -.21 
Factor 8 
(4.2% of variance) 
.70 
H. .43 
'C. 
-.17 
D. 
-.30 
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Comparison of wages between graduates 
in "trained for" jobs and graduates 
in jobs only "relate,d to" education 
(V62) 
Time between leaving program and 
first job placement, and if above 
average why (V69) 
Advances in job classification on 
same job (V71) 
Relationship between distribution 
of jobs in job market ,and educational 
opportunities being offered (V55) 
Employer evaluation of productivity 
increase due to education (V57) 
Evaluation in 
Retrospect By Employee 
Former student opinion, would he do 
it over again? (V32), 
Advances in job classification on 
same job (V71) 
Employer evaluation of interpersonal 
relationship skills (V76) 
Elements of Basic Education 
Supervisor evaluation of employee's 
basic reading, verbal and math skills 
(V79) 
Employer evaluation of interpersonal 
relationship skills (V76) 
Relationship between distribution 
of jobs in job market and educational 
opportunities being offered (V55) 
,Placement rate = placements divided 
by completions or terminations (V54) 
Factor 9 
(3.6% of variance) 
A. .66 
Earnings Pattern 
Average weekly wage after one and 
five years on job (V26) 
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B. . 32 Wage rate at end of education/training 
(V63) 
C. -.17 
Factor 10 
(3.0% of variance) 
A. .56 
B. .33 
Worker identification of how educa-
tion program helped him or her (V68) 
Extent of 
Education Required for Employment 
Comparative income gains between 
enrollees and completors 
Initial job related to education 
received (V29) 
Factor Acceptance by User Groups 
The results of the factor analysis of those evaluation 
measures that were rated at 2.000 or less by at least one 
user group provided a basis for a more sophisticated approach 
than the previously discussed method of identifying special 
information needs of specific user groups. The average rank 
of the evaluation measures associated with the factor as 
assigned by each user group was used to determine acceptance 
of the factor by user groups. Appendix E, "Rank of Each 
Evaluation Measure By User Group", shows the rank .order 
assigned to the evaluation measures in each of the factors. 
The relative acceptance of each factor by the user groups is 
displayed on table 5. In addition predominate user groups 
are also identified for each factor. 
Table 5 
Factors 
Rank Order of User Groups and Mean Rank For Each Factor 
Number 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR 
Rank . 
. 
Order 
. 
1 *E 14 D 13 F 10.3 A 2 C 9.6 A 15 F 5 G 1.6. 5 A 14.3 A 7.3 
2 F 16.7 C 18.6 G 10.6 G 3 G 12.7 G 18.6 G 6 F 18.3 G 32 G 10.S 
3 B 18.4 G 21. 8 D 11.9 B 2.7 D 12.8 D 21. 6 C 6.S C 24 E 32.3 E 11. 5 
4 C 20.2 A 23.8 E 12 F 3.3 A 15.5 C 22.S A 7 D 24 F 32.S . F12.S 
5 G 24.6 B 24.4 B 18 C 4 B 15.6 F 24.2 B 7 E 24 B 34.5 B 13 
6 D 26.2 F 31. 4 C 21. 5 E 4 F 17.8 B 25.1 D 9 B 26.5 D 40.5 D 15 
7 A 29.6 E 32.1 A 24.8 D 4.3 E 22.8 E 29 E 12 A 33.5 C 42.5 C 23.5 
~ of XR 149.7 165.1 109.1 23.3 106.8 156 S2.S 166.8 228.6 93.3 
X of XR 21. 4 23.6 lS.6 3. 3 lS.3 22.3 7. S 23,.8 32.7 13.3 
~t-< '"d rtCflf:: ~ '"d 0 t-<~Ii~ ~ 0 0 Ifg 0 f-j rt f-' 0 0 o~ f-' 0 0 f-' illillf-' f-' f-' ;:l o '<:l f-' ;:l ;:l Predominate 1-'. ill 1-'. rtrt 1-'. CIl PJ • ::r 1-'. CIl CIl 
User Group ;:If-' 0 1-'.(1) c:: c:: (J § f-';:lPJC:: ;:l § § 1-' • ...... '<! 0 CIl CIl '<! f-JoCJ) 00 1-'. 
For Factor CIl ;:l § ~ (1) (1) '"d CIl 1-'. (1) CIl (1) (1) rt f-j f-j OrtCllf-j rt f-j f-j 
f-j '"dp' CIl f-'f-j f-j 
~ f-j Ul 1-'. PJ 0 Ul PJ (1) ~f-j o rt;:l f-j rt 
1-'. P,[f0 '<! 1-'. 0 1-'. 0 o >:: o Cfl >:: 0 
::J i3 1-'. '<:l ::J rt '<:l ::J 
1-'.;:l.CIl PJ CIl 
;:l 1-'. §(t:e: PJ CIl :e: 
rt I 1-'. P, 1-'. (1) rt rt 
::r , 
- .... --
::r 
-
. - ~-~-
*A = Consumers E = Local Administration RO = Rank Order 
B = Local F = Administration X = Mean 
C = Local Policy G = State XR = Mean Rank 
D = Policy £: = Sum 
-"-;;;;-
, 
I 
! 
I 
j 
<.n 
w 
The following section briefly describes the apparent 
trends in the user group acceptability for each factor. User 
group rank order of e,,:aluation measures, rank order range and 
composition of user groups were all taken into considerati()n 
when making the juagments regarding user group acceptance of 
the factors. 
Factor 1 - Transition from School to Work Role: Local 
Administration is ranked the highest on this factor. It is 
followed by Administration and Local. The last ranked user 
groups are Consumer and Policy. By reviewing the composition 
of the user groups it seemed reasonable that the elements of 
Local and Administration create the dominate interest in this 
factor. 
Factor 2 - Costs and Proximity of Education to Job 
Market: Policy is a distinct favorite in this user group rank-
ing. At the other extreme lS Administration and Local Admin-
istration. Midway between is the Consumer interest in this 
factor. 
Factor 3· - Supervisor Evaluation of Employee Performance: 
The more narrow range of ranks makes the priority section of 
the user group on this factor less clear cut. Consumers 
were ranked lowest with a mean rank of 24.8. However, this 
would still place the evaluation measures within the acceptable 
category. By examination it appears that State Level and 
Administrator user groups have a more predominate acceptance 
of the evaluation measures in this factor. 
Factor 4- Employment Benefits from Education Program: 
55 
All user groups ranked the evaluation measures of this factor 
higher than those of any other factor. The mean ranks ranged 
from 2 to 4.3 for all seven user groups. This factor quali-
fied to be of important interest for all user groups. 
Factor 5 - Appraisal of Program Benefits: Local Admin-
istration is somewhat less interested in this than are Local 
Policy, Policy and State of which all contain policy in some 
form as a component. Therefore, it seemed safe to assume that 
Policy was the dominant, although not exclusive user group 
element. 
Factor 6 - Earnings and Other Employee Benefits as 
Related to Education Program: Although Consumers ranked at 
the mid point of other factors such as #2 and #5, they rated 
a clear first rank on this factor. While the mean rank of 
evaluation measures of this factor was 15 for Consumers there 
seemed to be a basis for designating it as an accepted factor 
for Consumers. Administration set this factor aside as not 
acceptable. 
Factor 7 - Evaluation in Retrospect By Employee: All 
user groups set the mean rank for this factor at 12 and above 
which would place it as acceptable by all user groups. How-
ever, State Administration and Local Policy indicated a 
slight edge in the acceptance of this factor. 
Factor 8 - Elements of Basic Education: This was one 
of the lower ranking factors with a high mean rank of 16.5 
by State and a low mean rank of 33.5 by Consumers. Examina-
tions of the rankings indicated that the elements related to 
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State Administration accepted the evaluation measures of 
this factor as important. 
factor 9 - Earnings Pattern: Again Consumers dominated 
in the acceptance of this factor. The factor had the widest 
range of mean rank with Consumers at 1~.3 and Local Policy 
and Policy at~2.5 and ~0.5 respectively. Consumers were 
the only user group that ranked this factor as acceptable. 
Consumers strongly stated that they wanted this information. 
factor 10 - Extent of Education Require<;l.for Employment: 
Again Consumers expressed a distinct level of acceptance on 
this factor, but they were joined with all other user groups 
except Local Policy who set the mean rank of the evaluation 
measures in this factor at 23.5. 
Sununary 
Ranks and means were the primary tools to determine 
acceptability of evaluation measures by the seven user groups. 
factor analysis of the ratings was calculated for all eval-
uation measures that were rated acceptable with 2.000 or below 
by at least one user group. The factor analysis yielded ten 
factors that were of special interest to some or all of the 
seven user groups. The ten factors and the user groups are 
summarized in table 6. The factors are ordered on the basis 
of the mean rank assigned by all user groups to the evalua-. 
tion measures associated with the factor. 
Table 6 Ranked Importance of Factors and User Group Acceptance 
Factor Name and % of 
Variance Accounted For 
Employment Benefits from Edu-
cation Program C3. 8% ) 
Evaluation in Retrospect by 
Employee (4.9%) 
Extent of Education Required 
for Employment (3.0%) 
Appraisal of Program Benefits 
(6.4%) 
Supervisor Evaluation of 
Employee Performance (9.1%) 
Transition from School to Work 
Role (42.9%) 
Earnings and Other Employee.Bene 
fits as Related to EdUcation 
(5.7%) 
Costs and Proximity'of Educa-
tion to Job Market <11. 4%) 
Elements of Basic Education 
(4.2%) 
Earnings Pattern (3.6%) 
~,,:~ , 
X of X Rank 
For All User 
Groups 
3 . 3 
7. 5 
13.3 
15.3 
15.6 
21. 4 
22.3 
23.6 
23.8 
32.9 
User Groups 
Range of i{" 
Rank· 
User Groups Acceptance 
of Factor 
2 to 4.31 All User Groc:ps 
5 to 12 All groups, emphases on State 
Administration and Local Policy 
7.3 to 23.51 Consumers 
9.6 to 22.81 Policy 
10.3 to 24.81 All groups. I state predominate 
14 to 29.61 Local and Administration 
15 to 29 Consumers 
13 to 32.11 Policy 
16.5 to 33.51 Administration 
14.3 to 42.51 Consumers 
c.n 
..., 
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This data indicated that there are some observable 
differences in the acceptability of evaluation measures by 
the different user groups. There also appeared to be a dis-
cernable range of acceptability of the factors by the total 
user groups. However, as would be expected the range of 
means for all evaluation measures in the factor is less for 
those factors which are accepted by all user groups than for 
those factors which were identified as having dominate accep-
tance by specific user grou~s. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Problem 
Program evaluation has been a popular issue from many 
quarters. Technicians have designed evaluation systems and 
decision makers have·argued over the assumptions, results 
and implications of the output of the program evaluation 
studies. 
The intent of this particular study was to determine if 
there were different expectations regarding the information 
user groups would utilize when making the decisions about 
postsecondary vocational technical education programs. In 
addition the project was to yield a process which could be 
used to validate acceptability of evaluation measures. The 
following objectives were accomplished by the study. 
1. A procedure for determining the acceptability of 
evaluation measures was developed and trial tested, 
2. A model was developed which specifies .the types of 
measures various user groups inClude in an evalua-
tion model, 
3. Measured differences in the acceptability of evalu-
ation measures by user groups were identified. 
The identification of observable difference in the accept-
ability of evaluation measures by seven user groups was the 
focal purpose of the study. 
The Design and Procedures 
A list of evaluation measures was developed from pub-
lished reports on results of vocational technical education 
programs. This list was referred to a jury to select the 
60 
.measures that they would use to evaluate the results of a 
vocational technical education program. Of the one hundred 
and one items presented to the jury fifty four were selected 
for the survey instrument. 
Decision maker groups were identified. The clusters of 
groups were labeled Consumers, - Administrators, Policy Makers, 
Local Policy ~akers, Local Administrators, Local Level and 
State Level. Each of these clusters was composed of several 
groups that were used to identify the persons who were invited 
to be in that group. Each possible participant was sent a 
letter of invitation with a return post card. Those persons 
who indicated an interest in participating in the survey were 
sent a copy of the form along with a letter of explanation. 
A user group check list to determine their experience or 
relationship to vocational technical education was also in-
eluded. 
The data was placed on code sheets and punched on data 
processing cards. SPSS computer programs were .the primary 
resource for carrying out the statistical analysis of the 
data. Factor analysis, rank order and comparison of scores 
between groups were all considered. Means were selected as 
the measure of central tendency for use in the statistical 
analysis. 
Summary of Literature Review 
The literature indicated development of the consummerism 
movement as it pertains to participation in vocational tech-
I 
6l 
nical education programs. The Federal Trade Commission had 
recently specified that job placement rate, dropout rate and 
salaries received by graduates is information that must be 
provided to prospective students. The evaluation efforts 
have brought mixed responses from the public and professional 
educators; In recent years there has been interest in the 
development and implementation of evaluation systems across 
the country. Emphasis has been placed on statewide models. 
In the process several statements have been developed on the 
theoretical framework for evaluation. Classification systems 
have also been developed for the different·types of evaluation 
measures. However, limited work was found reporting the per-
ceived information needs of the persons who use the evalua-
tion results. 
A primary emphasis of the literature review was the 
identification of evaluation measures that were used to report 
the results of various programs. These evaluation measures 
were used as· a sta.rting point for the development of the 
survey instrument. 
Summary of Findings 
There appear to be some obse.rvable and defensible dif-
ferences between user groups in the acceptability of evalua-
tion measure factors. Different user groups do develop unique 
trends in the factors which they deem more acceptable. 
Consumers appear to be interested in wages and other 
benefits attributed to the education or training. Adminis-
tration is interested in the transition from education pro-
',f 
,,1' 
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gram to job along with basic education. The Policy user 
group appears to be most interested in costs and location of 
education along with former student reporting of benefits. 
All user groups indicated acceptance of evaluation mea-
sures related to factors of comparative benefits, former 
student willingness to do experience over again and evalua-
tion of worker performance by supervisors. 
The factors in their order of acceptance are listed 
below. 
Employment Benefits from Education Program 
Evaluation in Retrospect by Employee 
Extent of Education Required for Employment 
Appraisal of Program Benefits 
Supervisor Evaluation of Employee Performance 
Transition from School to Work Role 
Earnings and Other Employee Benefits as Related to 
Education 
Costs and Proximity of Education to Job Market 
Elements of Basic Education 
Earnings Pattern 
It is noted that the factor analysis indicated 42.9% 
of the variance was accounted for in factor 1 - Transition 
From School to Work Role. 
Implications for Research 
An exploratory study raises questions that could be 
used for meaningul future research. In some instances the 
questions are in the area of research design. Also there 
are usually several additional studies that could be done with 
the data already available from the present study. In addi-
tion there is the question of impact of changed behavior as 
a result of either participating in the study or using the 
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results of the study. This study on the acceptability of 
evaluation measures suggests some issues for consideration 
in all of these areas. 
Study Design 
Some of the topics identified with the aspect of study 
design relate to both the design of this sp~cific study as 
well as other surveys of this general type. 
Test~retest reliability. Would the same survey parti-
cipants maintain the same ranking and resulting rank order 
pattern as they did the first time they participated in the 
survey? This would be particularly relevant when considering 
the factor analysis data treatment. Would the same factors 
be identified? 
Fatigue factor. What is the attention span of the survey 
participant, and does the trend in responses vary with the 
location on the items in the item sequence? This could be 
explored with the data already available. In addition the 
evaluation measures identified in this study could be used 
in a shorter survey form to determine if the acceptability 
patterns persist. 
Rating scale. The selective process of choosing evalua-
tion measures and the design of the rating scale resulted 
in the first three numbers of the rating scale being used to 
a higher degree than the last two numbers. There are probably 
some relevant guidelines about designing a scale when all 
items in the survey are likely to be considered as approach-
ing acceptable. 
,:",; 
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Phrasing of items. Where. should the key words be placed 
in the item, and does their location influence the rating 
of the item? Placing the same item in different forms through-
out the survey instrument could shed light on this. In addi-
tion it would help explore the aspect of the item which relates 
it to a factor in the·factor ~nalysis. 
Replication. Was the response pattern on the survey 
items a function of the particular group members selected 
or of their roles and relationship to vocational technical 
education? • 
Invitation to participate. This study offered the subjects 
the opportunity to accept or reject participation in the 
study. The alternative approach is to send the survey and 
"remind" people to send it back. What is the impact on quality 
and quantity of responses as well as acceptance of the study 
results of these two approaches? 
Current data and additional treatments 
Multiple group relationship. This study reported that 
many user group members identified more than one user group 
relationship. How do the multiple memberships affect the 
acceptance of evaluation measures and which group profile do 
they tend to follow or is it somewhat different from either 
group? Are there dominate user group relationships? This 
would be particularly interesting when considering local 
board members who have had experience on state level boards 
or coordinating groups. 
Means vs. medians. Means were selected asa measure of 
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central tendency. Would the results be the same if medians 
were used? If not, why not? 
User group membership. Would it be possible to construct 
an acceptability profile for each user group and then predict 
. user group membership by the profile of a given person? If 
role of a .person determines-evaluation measure acceptability 
then it is possible that this could be done. 
Statistical treatment. KendelIs Coefficient of Concor-
dance could be used to test the rank order similarity assigned 
by each user group and user subgroup. By examining the groups 
within the user subgroup it would be possible to determine 
appropriateness of group assignment to the subgroups. How-
ever, group size might have to be enlarged to make meaningful 
statistical generalizations. 
Research project impact 
Research can be for the purpose of adding to the know-
ledge base, changing behavior or a combination of both. This 
study was part of a long range concern of the author to help 
parties identify expectations and therefore focus their efforts 
to more effective performance. 
Project results utilization. Seventy nine survey parti-
cipants requested a summary of the results of the study. Will 
they read the summary and take some specific action as a re-
sult of the information? 
Evaluation measure data availability. Does more specific 
data become available to user groups? Is. data tailored to 
meet the interests of identified user groups and made avail-
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able to them as a result of the study? 
Data utilization. To what extent do members of the 
user groups use the kind of evaluation measure data identi-
fied in the study to make their decisions? Do they use other 
types of data or do they use more general images or feelings? 
Mission clarification. Do' vocational technical education 
programs modify their mission statements to reflect the points 
identified in the evaluation measures highlighted by the 
Program modification. If the identified evaluation mea-
sures are implemented in vocational technical education pro-
grams would they bring about change in the program? If so, 
what changes? 
Technical appropriateness and evaluation measure accept-
ability. Do user group members accept evaluation measures 
that they feel reflect the mission of the program? If so, is 
this acceptance consistent over time or does it shift with 
exposure to the identified evaluation measures or measures 
which they did not identify at this time? Is acceptance of 
evaluation measures a function of exposure to .evaluation mea-
sure data or of role relationship to vocational technical 
education? 
Implications for Adult Educators 
The apparent differences in the acceptability of evalua-
tion measures indicated that adult educators could assume 
some direction from the results of this study. While each 
': , 
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user group's role may be unlque, the end objective for all 
is the delivery and consumption of effective vocational tech-
nical education programs in Nebraska. It is proposed that 
adult educators in each of these roles should take some dir-
ection from the results of this study. 
Adult Education Administrators 
Program implementors and university based adult educa-
tors should take some leads from the results of this study. 
The program administrators should monitor program perfor-
mance wi thdata to meet interests of all user groups . With 
this available data the information should be differentiated 
and targeted on the various user groups so that their pro-
gram related information needs are met. At times in this 
process there is a tendency to cloud the data to protect the 
program. Creditability is gained from a program that de-
elopes a good performance record over time and not one that 
just looks good in the short run. 
The university based adult educator is concerned about 
research and preparation of professional adult educators who 
can effectively deliver programs to the public. In this 
preparation process the university based personnel should 
insure that all adult educators are able to differentiate 
between information needs of the different user groups. 
The university staff provides leadership in research. 
Therefore, all implications for research mentioned earlier 
should be considered. However, two topics should dominate 
.'; 
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the activity. This study focused on what user groups think 
they need to know. Is this really what is most helpful, and 
does this perceived need shift over time or with experience? 
Adult Education Policy Makers 
Policy Makers need to be informed as to the results of 
- ' 
this study. In turn they should establish policy insuring 
that data systems are installed and utilized in decision 
making. In addition policy makers should use the results 
of the study to focus their attention on the desired data so 
that they are not distracted by other information. Initially 
and oVer time they will want to reality test the results of 
the study against their own perceptions. However, stability 
of focus is important if attention on evaluation information 
is to bring about program improvement. 
Consumers of Adult Education 
The Consumers should remember that the ohly reason the 
education pro~ram is there is to meet their needs. There-
fore, the consumers should use the study to isolate the type 
of program evaluation information they want and firmly re-
quest that this information be made available to current and 
prospective consumers. 
Throughout all of the implications it should be noted 
that portions of this study can be used primarily for hypothe-
sis development and not specific generalizations. Sample size 
and its impact on instability of factors limits possible gen-
eralizations from the factor analysis data. 
'jr 
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APPENDIX A-I 
Cover Letter to Jury Members 
Dear 
1621 North 60 
Lincoln, NE 68505 
December , 1975 
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Thank you for agreeing to serve as a member of the jury to assist in this 
research on Acceptability of Evaluation Measures For VocatLonal Technical 
Programs. Your assistance will help the participation of the persons later 
in the project. 
Please do the following activities; 
1. Review attachment A, Parts 1 and 2, the Letter of Inv.itation to 
the particirants, and cover letter for the questionnaire, to 
insure theLr sensitivity to the concerns of your colleagues to 
whom it wlll be sent. 
2. Review the rating scale and questionnaire format and note any 
points of unclarity or questions. This is Attachment B. 
3. On Attachment C 
measure. Place 
clarification. 
check each item that you would use as an evaluation 
question ma~ks or comments where there is need for 
Feel free to ~~ke any changes you feel are appropriate. 
4. Review the groups of decision makers who are. to be included in 
this research. List the names of any persons that you feel should 
be included in the groups. This is Attachment D. 
I would like to have this completed within the next week so that the study 
can be carried out. You can mail it back, or I will be contacting you in 
two or three days to see if you would rather make your comments til an inter-
view situation. If you have questions please feel free to contact me. 
Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
RLchard Bringelson 
bjr 
APPENDIX A- 2 
Letter Drafts 
Invitation and Survey Cover 
Dear 
Attachment A - Part I 
Participant Invitation 
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I am working on a research project called Acceptability of Vocational 
Technical Education Program Evaluation Measures by Selected Decision Makers. 
This project is being done as part of the requirements for an advanced degree. 
Your name has been suggested as an individual who is concerned about the 
equitable delivery of quality post secondary vocational technical education 
opportunities to the youth and adults of Nebraska. Would you be willing to 
participate in this project? 
The survey -will cons-ist of a list of evaluat ion measures that have been 
used for vocational technical education programs. Each participant will be 
asked to rate each measure as to how useful you feel ea'ch measure would be. 
It should take no more than 10 to 15 minutes of your time. 
Return the enclosed card with your response. I look forward to hearing· 
from you. Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Rich Bringelson 
Return Card 
Yes, I would like to participate' in your survey 
No, I would prefer not to participate in your survey 
Comments: ______________________________________________________________________ __ 
Signed 
Dear 
Attachment A - Part 2 
Survey Cover Letter 
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Program effectiveness and cost benefLt from resources invested Ln education 
programs is something that concerns each of us. But what is expected, and how 
should we measure this effectiveness of post secondary vocational technical 
education programs? The purpose of this project is to -determine which meaSures 
of effectiveness you would find most useful in the particular decLsions you 
have to make. 
As you may recall you earlier agreed to participate in. this project. The 
enclosed questionnaire lists a series of eva~uatton measures that have been 
used in various reports on vocational technical education. If you will, check 
a rating for each evaluatLon measure. 
please re'turn the questionnaire by 
We thank you for your time and effort. We firmly believe that this 
project has the potentLal of helping each of us in our particular responsibilities. 
Sincerely, 
Richard Bringelson 
--------
" 1 
APPENDIX A-3 
Survey Form Draft 
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Attachment B 
Survey Form 
the column that b~st describes your opinion of the evaluation measure. 
SCALE 
Agree. I would use my influence to insure that this would be available. 
This would be useful and everyone should use it. 
I might or might not use it if it Were available 
This is not useful, and it should not be considered by anyone. 
Disagree. I would use my influence to insure that it would not be made 
available. 
Evaluation Measures 
1. General ProgramJParticipant Descriptors 
2. Program Ratios 
3. Worker or Student Sa·tisfact ion witr 
4. Cost Factors 
5. Non-Job Effects of Educe 
6. Parental Opinion 
T. Job Seeking" 
8. Location (. 
9. Job Charactel 
10. Job and Relati01. Jr Tralning Completed 
11. Wages and Benefits 
12 .. Job Assessment by For, Jtudent/Worker 
13. Job Tenure 
14. Worker Evaluations by Employer 
APPENDIX A-4 
Evaluation Measure Classification 
; .. 
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Attachment C 
Evaluation Measure Classification 
is a need to reduce the number of measures to be involved in the survey. Please 
(J) those measures which you would be interested in using. 
I. General Program/Participant Descrlptors 
1. A. Age, sex and ethnic background of program graduates 
.. ~~_2. B. High school grade point aV0rage 
,~ ___ 3. C. Measured scholastic growth during educational program 
~ ___ 4. D. Type of post-secondary school attended, public or proprietary 
E. Size of school attended 
~ ___ 6. F. Amount of part time work while in education program 
~~_7. G. Teachers' average age 
H. Teachers' average annual salary 
I. Number of hours in school each week 
J. Length of time person in program compared to number of months usually 
required to comnlete program. 
II. Program ~atios 
A. Participation rate = enrollment divided by capacity 
B. Completion rate • completion divided by total termlnation or 
enro llments 
C. Placem~nt rate = placements divided by completlons or termination 
III. Worker or Student Satisfaction with Program or School 
A. Satisfaction with instruction and staff one year after termination 
B. Self reporting of relatlve value and usefulness of skills learned 
in program 
C. Satisfaction with school facilities and equipment one year after 
termination from school 
D. Reason former student gave for leaving educatlon program 
E. Worker identification of how education program helped him 
$5 
19. F. Worke'revaluation of support services received from school while 
--- enrolled 
20. G. Worker evaluat ;,on of quality of support services received from 
-,---
community in which school located while enrolled 
~ __ 21. H. Former student opinion, would he do it over again? 
IV. Cost Factors 
A. Cost to the student for comp1etion of the education or training 
B. Total cost per enrollment or enrollee 
C. Average cost per completor 
D. Average net federal or state benefit-cost per enrollee 
E. Average net federal or state benefit-cost per completor 
F. Average cost per placement 
V. Non-Job Effects of Education 
A. Graduates enrolled ,for additional, occupational related education 
B. Graduates continued for additional schooling 
C. Amount of reading of school or work related books by graduates 
D. Percent of graduates registered to vote 
E. Graduates feelings about themselves, their communitfes and others 
F. Ego development of graduates during education 
VI. Parental Opinion 
A. Did parent feel program prepared child for world of work 
B. Parent opinion of time utilization of the on the job training 
C. Parent opinion of student receiving training in occupation in which 
he is most interested 
D. Parent opinion on student learning skills needed for job 
E. Parent opinion on student attitude toward school 
F. Would parent rec-ommend program to friend or relative 
VII. Job Seeking Experience 
A. Method used to look for work 
B. Time.between leaving program and first job placement, and if 
excessive time, why. 
C. Increased job opportunities due to education program 
Location of Job 
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A. Relationship between distribution of jobs in job market and educa-
tional opportunities being offered 
B. Number of miles between first job and school 
C. Obtained job in state or out of state 
D. Reason why sought out of state employment 
IX. Job Characteristics 
A. Worker statement of job title and descrLption of job 
B. Job level as classified in Dictionary of Occupational Titles 
C. Hours per week worker is required to work on present job 
D. Former student obtained permanent employment 
E. Prestige of the occupation in the location where the employee 
is working 
F. Independence and perceived competency of worker as measured by 
frequency of contact by supervisor 
G. Mobility potential as determined by comparing second job opportunity 
and pay with those of first job 
X. Job and Relationship with Education or Training Completed 
A. Initial job related to education received 
B. Job level correlated to educational level completed 
C. Comparison between job and training for first job and for job five 
years after leaving program 
D. Reason why ·first job was not in field of training 
E. Reason why not currently employed in field of training 
F. Relationship between pre and post education work experience 
87 
XI. Wages and Benefits 
~-60. A. Earnings from work while in school 
.~--- 1. B. Wage rate at end of education/training 
~-
ilF---
62. C. Average wage after one and five years on job 
63. D. Comparative income gains between enrollees and completors 
64. E. Comparison of wages between graduates in "traine-d for" j cbs and 
graduates in jobs only 11related toJ'_ education 
F. Curre,nt ea.rning compared to expected earning without education 
G. Salary expectations of graduates on jobs 
H. Increase of job earnings through job changes 
T. Number and amount of raises received on same job 
J. Fringe benefits received on job 
XII. Job Assessment by Former Student/Worker 
A. Comparison between present job and desired job 
B. Occupational aspirations before, immediately after and several 
months after leaving education program 
2. C. Worker identification of skills used on job as compared to skills 
taught in education program 
3. D. Workers expectations about their job future 
o. 
E. Educational aspirations before, immediately after and some 
extended time after leaving educational program 
F. Job adjustment problems as reported by worker 
G. Working conditions as described by worker 
H. Worker satisfaction with pay, duties, supervisiori, co-workers 
and company 
I. Would worke-r advise a friend against taking his current job 
J. Would worker take same job again if he was doing it over 
K. What things does the former student feel he can do particularly 
well on his job 
1. L. Comparison between initial and current job performance as self 
evaluated by former student 
2. M. Worker perception of supervis·or I s competency 
APPENDIX A- 5 
User Groups of Evaluation 
90 
Attachment D 
User Groups of Evaluation Measures 
Policy 
Sta te level 
Legislative and staff (5) 
State Bo~rd of Education (5) 
State Advisory Council (5) 
1202/344 Commission (5) 
Local 
Techn1cal Community Board Members 
( 20) 
( 20) 
Administration 
State level (20) 
Department of Education (8) 
Department of Administrative Services (2) 
Teacher Education (10) 
Local (20) 
Area Presidents (6) 
Deans of Instruction or Chief Instructional Officers (6) 
Supervisors--including 2 student personnel (6) 
Teachers (2) 
Consumers (20) 
Name 
Employers (5) 
Former Students (5) 
Current Students (5) 
Parents (5) 
Total Survey Participants 
Suggested Participants 
Title 
( 100) 
Address if available 
APPENDIX A-6 
Selection of Potential Survey Items by Jury 
APPENDIX A-7 
Additional Measures Proposed By Jury Members 
I. GENERAL PROGRAM/PARTICIPANT DESCRIPTORS 
1. Type of program accreditation required 
2 . Population density of the service area 
3. State need for skills or occupation 
II. PROGRAM RATIOS 
1. Student Teacher ratios for overall program 
94 
III. WORKER OR STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM OR SCHOOL 
1. Expand item H --_more than just yes or no 
2. former students unmet needs or additions to programs 
3. .Would like more coop or OJT as part of program 
IV. COST FACTORS 
1. Direct cost per student 
2 .. Students estimation of personal dollar cost to 
complete program 
3. . Total institutional costs per student 
V. NON-JOB EFFECTS OF EDUCATION 
1. Membership in civic groups 
2. Membership in professional organi;;:ations 
VI. PARENTAL OPINION 
1. Did parent influence students selection of program 
2 . Parent opinion on cost/factor affecting school 
choice or lack of choice 
VII. JOB SEEKING EXPERIENCE 
1. Did school have placement service and if so did 
it help? 
VIII. LOCATION OF JOB 
IX. JOB CHARACTERISTICS 
X. JOB AND RELATIONSHIP WITH EDUCATION OR TRAINING COM-
PLETED 
1. License requirements fully explained before enter-
ing training field 
XI. WAGES AND BENEFITS 
1. Long range promotion benefits 
XII. JOB ASSESSMENT BY FORMER STUDENT/WORKER 
XIII. JOB TENURE 
XIV. WORKER EVALUATIONS BY EMPLOYER 
APPENDIX B-1 
Invitation Letter 
1621 North 60 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68505 
I am doi~g a research project called Acceptability of 
Vocational Ec;ucation Prooram Evaluation I,\easuresby Selected 
Decision i':akers. This project is part of the requirements 
for an advanced degree. 
Your name !las been suggested as an individual who is 
concerned about quality postsecondary vocational technical 
education ooportunities for Nebraskans. Would you be "'i11in9 
to soend 15 to 20 mine]tes on a survey for this project? 
The survey will consist of a list of 50+ measures that 
have been used to evaluate vocational technical education 
programs. Each participant will be asked to rate each item 
on its usefulness for decision making. You should find 
the experience helpful and related to your owri evaluation 
efforts. 
Individual resoonses will be trpated with brofessional 
confidence. All re~ults will be reported in te~ms of the 
different groups who have particicated in the survey. 
Please roturn the enclosed card with yourresoonse. I 
·180:( fon;arc! to hearing from you. T!lank you for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Richard Brinaelson 
Project Director 
~'. 
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APPENDIX B-2 
Reply Card 
___ Yes, I would like to participate in your 
survey. 
___ No, I would prefer not to participate in your 
surVey. 
I would like a summary of the results. 
Comments: 
Signed 
No. 
.i 
/1 ' 
APPENDIX C-l 
Survey Cover Letter 
1621 North 60th Street 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68505 
Progralll effectiveness and cost benefit from resources 
invested in education programs are issues that concern lIIany 
of us. !ut how can this effectiveness of postsecondary 
vocational technical education programs.be lIleasured? The 
purpose of this project is to identify measures of effect-
iveness that you would find most useful in the particular 
decisions you have to make regarding suck programs. 
As you recall fOU earlier agreed to participate in this 
project. The enclosed list of evaluation measures have been 
used to describe results of vocational technical educatioft 
programs. 
Thank you for your assistance. 
that this project has the potential 
identify program results. 
It is firmly believed 
of helping each of us 
Sincerely, 
Richard Bringelson 
Project Director 
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APPENDIX C-2 
General Information Form 
.1 
Evaluation Measure Acceptability Survey 
General Information 
Check each item that describes your relationship to 
vocational technical education in Nebraska, and return with 
the survey form. 
101 
Former student of postsecondary voc:ational technical 
education program 
Current student in vocational technical education 
program 
._(330--) Parent of current or forlller vocational technical 
education student 
Employer 
State Legislator 
~(1112-) Legislative staff 
____ (112--) Member of State Board of Education 
_(114--) 
_(1142-) 
. (121--) 
-
_(211--) 
Member of State Advisory Council for Vocational 
Education 
Member of 1202 Commission 
M.mberof 344 Coordinating Commission for Technical 
Community Colleges 
Member of Technical Community College Area Board 
State Department of Education Staff 
State Departlllent of Administrative Services Staff 
Teacher Educator 
President, Technical Community College Area 
Dean of Instruction or Primary Administrator of 
two year postsecondary institution 
_(223--) Supervisor. teacher or stUdent personnel staff for 
postsecondary vocational technical education program 
. 
Richard Bringelson, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1976, No o ___ _ 
, 
: 1 
APPENDIX C-3 
Evaluation Measure Acceptability Survey Form 
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Survey Form 
The survey form was designed so that the survey parti-
cipant could monitor their response pattern as the survey 
form was completed. 
The data analysis process required that a.variable 
number be assigned to each of the evaluation measures on 
the survey instrument. The variable number and the related 
survey item number are listed below 
Survey Item 
Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
Variable 
Number 
V26 
V27 
V28 
V29 
V30 
V31 
V32 
V33 
V34 
V35 
V36 
V37 
V38 
V39 
V40 
V41 
V42 
V43 
V44 
V45 
V46 
V47 
V48 
V49 
V50 
V51 
V52 
Survey IteJIl 
Number 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
Variable 
Number 
V53 
V54 
V55 
V56 
V57 
V58 
V59 
V60 
V61 
V62 
V63 
V64 
V65 
V66 
V67 
V68 
V69 
V70 
V71 
V72 
V73 
V74 
V75 
V76 
V77 
V78 
V79 
All references in the test are made to the variable 
number. 
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2.8250 
1 • §..l.S..JL. 
ITjizt 
'l-:~~t-
2.2150 
1,9500... 
.'1.5 7 $0 
1 .•. 9..SJlQ.... 
2.\500 
1:mt--
1 •. tts..oA-
2.4500 
1.EF~ 
r.~ 
1 • .!25.JL. 
r.4QOO 
_t~ 
2.4500 
2.7000 
2.7750 
.. 2..9750. .. ___ . 
t • e ?50 
2.0750' 
1,0099 40 
0.8224 40. 
0.5495 40 
o. '53 35. _._, __ . ____ . .AjL 
0.6718 40 
0.5943 40 
O.Q60. 40 
0,6175 ._40_ 
0.7412 40 
0.8149 40 
0.7355 40 
0.0.4_85,.. _ .. .'\0 .. 
0.7642 40 
0.6,622' ".0 
,--g.~49" 40 
• 2:2:6 40 
0.73.5'5 40 
0.·7157 40 
0.8412 40 
-.. g:;~.~~- ":g. 
1;r;1fS""!4 40 
1.0250 .0 
.0 .. 9997 __ ._._._.~JL 
0.6751 40 
1.0.73 40 
1.2310 40 2.)5!)O 
1.9250 
"2 • .:250 
2.0750 
. __ ._._~_. O .• 6.~'~ _ .. ~Q._ 
~0.A5Jl.Jl 
2.~~PQ. 
." aooa 
:i.!-~~;g 
.-.~.-~. Q?~.Q. 
2.1000 
2.6500 
2. '" 750 
2.4-'500. _ 
2.5250 
1.775Q 
2.1000 
.2 .• 1 2.~O .. 
.1.90°0 
2.4750 
2.1250 
._uU~. 
2.3500 
1. S2'50 
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2.1000 
I.Q'500 
0.9470 40 
0.8286 .0 
0.8022 40 
.1. Q?~(), ~ ___ ._. __ .~Q..... 
0.7910 40 
0.7121 40 
0.58'56 40 
... _. ____ .P'--LU9~._ .. ____ .. ~.Q, .. _ 
0.,7089 40 
t.0013 40 
~ 40  ·-1& 
0.8317 40 
0.8712 40 
o. ee.25 _ . ___ ,~!l.._ 
0.6718 40 
1.0857 40 
0.7228 .0 
.._.Q ..•. II.a.L_ AJL 
1.1 •• ' 40 
o o.AUl.L 40 
r-cr •• 0 4-'. • o· 
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T~v,d \l.ll i lln U:Jt!r Cl'UllP~; <lnd Rank ._-----_. - -,._, -
-- -------- --- ----- -------
H.-,j:"I!'!· i\ li ,. I) t: I' I; 
V2t; j 3 • ~) 3' -, Illl I, ? :11.5 36 39 
V27 ,,4 52 ~ 1 117 !lIt 53 40 
V28 31. 5 18 19.5 25 16 18 22 
V29 1 5 9 10 3 3 5 
V30 2 1 1 1 4.5 1 1 
V31 20 13 18 27 10.5 19.5 32 
V32 7 7 6.5 9 12 5 6 
V33 37 38 48.5 48 38 35 40.5 
V JII ] J .. :i :J :lB 20 20 22 ]f, 
V35 3 2 2 2 4.5 6 3 
V36 30 15 lO.5 23.5 17.5 24 34 
V37 49 41 42 46 25 33 40.5 
V38 31.5 14 14 32 10.5 11 31 
V39 35 43 37 33 ,,9 37 39 
V40 25 _ 16 21 12 13 7 7 
V41 54 49 48.5 45 1'0 42 45 
V42 21.5 17 _ 19.5 13 21. 5 17 13 
V43 36 25 28.5 38 17.5 16 29 
V44 6 8 12 8 6.5 9 10 
V45 50 47 43 51 36 41 52 
V46 4.5 3 4 3 1.5 4 2 
V47 38 42 40 43 44 43 43 
V48 43 - 54 53 53 53 51 49 
V49 53 53 52 49 51 52 51 
V50 46 51 54 - 54 52 54 54 
V51 10 12 15 14 14 13.5 19 
V52 41 50 45 52 50 50 53 
V53 21. 5 31 26 17 39 40 28 
V54 23 11 8 5 23 21 12 
V55 12 22 5 6 41 26 9 
V56 45 30 28.5 35 27 27 30 
V57 9 10 13 11 8.5 8 8 
V58 33 37 35 28 46 38 27 
V59 17 9 10.5 16 8.5 12 20 
V60 40 20 33.5 37 6.5 15 26 
V61 4.5 4 6.5 7 1.5 2 4 
V62 --24 28 33.5 36 24 25 36 
V63 15 31, 41 39 33 29 25 
V64 51 46 31 40 48 49 48 
V65 52 48 50 50 37 46 50 
V66 47 39 36 'll 34 44 46 
V67 -42 40 32 34 42 48 42 
V68 8 6 3 4 15 10 11 
V69 11 27 22 21 30 30 21 
V70 16 36 27 23.5 45 32 14 
V71 18 19 16 15 21. 5 19.5 17 
V72 26 44 46 29 43 47 38 
V73 28.5 26 24 18 26 31 23 
V74 28.5 33 - 39 31 35 34 - 33 
V75 34 32 30 19 31. 5 39 37 
V76 48 24 23 22 19 13.5 15 
V77 39 45 47 44 47 45 44 
V78 27 23 17 30 28 28 35 
V79 19 29 25 26 29 23 - 18 
• 
111 
I\rp.'ndix r 
. ,. -- --- _ .. -.. ._ .. - _ . 
. .' ;-~ __ ~ 0111': :~.~-,~:~-.~i~ I~!~~! 1-:i~-Z~~·Ji~·~I~:H ~~;-_ _,-~---=. 1):;"1 
-------
Rank Ol'Jt2r A Il (; j) t: f· G 
1 V2 ~l V30 VJD V30 Vr.l V30 V30 
., V:lll V'l', V:\', V.J ~) vlII,l VGl V 'If:' 
.J V,l ~, V'II, Vi,!1 V'II! V/'J VI'J V'I' , , 
4 Voll VGl Villi Vh8 V::IO V46 V61 
" 
Vii Ii V79 V~, !; VSI~ v."J VJ2 V29 
I 6 Vl14 Vlj U V32J V;5 V114] V35 V 32 
7 V32 V32 V61 V61 V60 V40 V40 
8 V68 V'I'-l V!ill V44 V59] V57 V57 
.~ V57 V59 V29 V32 V57- V44 V55 
10 V51 V57 V36] V29 V31J V68 V44 
11 V69 V 5 11 V59- V57 V38· V3.8 VG8 
12 V55 V51 V4 11 V40 V32 V59 V54 
1.1 V:'('] V:I! V~, ., VII? VII (j V'>I] VII; 14 V34 V38 V 38 V~l V~,l V76. V-I,i 
15 V63 V36 V51 V51 V68 V60 V76 
16 V70 V40 V71 V59 V28 V43 V34 
17 V59 V42 V78 V53 V36J V42 V71 
18 V71 V28 V31 V73 V43 V28 , V79 
19 V79 V'll V42', V75 V76 V3 11 V51 
20 " V31 V60 V28.' V34 V34 V7l..l V59 
21 V112] V34 ill V69 V71 V54 V69 
22 V53. V55 V69 V76 V42] V34 V28 
23 V511 V78 V76 V70] V5!+ V79 V73 
24 V62 V76 V73 V36 V62 V36 V39 
25 V4D VI+ 3 V7CJ V28 VJ7 V62 V63 
26 V72 V73 V53 V79 V7:l V55 V60 
27 V78 V69 V70 V3.1 V56 V56 V58 
28 V73] V62 V4~ V58 V78 V78 V53 
29 V74 V79 V5 V72 V79 \- 03 V43 
30 V36 V56 V75 V78 V69 V69 V56 
31 V28] V53 V64 V74 V26] V73 V38 
32 V38 V75 V67 V38 V7!) V70 V31 
33 V58 V74 V60J V39 V63 V37 V74 
34 V75 V63 V62 V67 V66 V74 V36 
35 V39 V26 VS8 V56 V74 V33 V78 
36 V43 V70 V66 V62 V45 V26 V62 
37 V33 V58 V39 V60 V65 V39 V75 
38 V47 V33 V34 V~3 V33 V58 V72 
39 V 77. V66 V74 V63 V53 V75 V26 
40 VoD V67 V47 V64 V41 V53 V33] 
41 V52 Y37 V63 V6E V55 V45 V37 
42 VB7 V47 V37 V26 V67 V41 V67 
43 V48 V39 V45 VI!? V72 V47 V47 
44 V27 V72 V26 V77 V47 V66 V77 
45 V56· V77 V52 V41 \,70 V77 V41 
46 VSU V64 V72 V37 V58 V65 V27 
47 V66 V45 V77 V27 V77 V72 V66 
48 V76 V65 V33] V33 V64 V67 V64 
49 '137 V41 Vll V49 V39 V64 V48 
50 V'5 V52 VE5 V65 V52 V52 VE5 
51 V64 V50 V27 V45 V49 V48 V49 
52 V6S V27 V49 V52 V50 V49 V45 
53 V49 V49 V48 V48 V48 V27 V52 
54 V41 V48 V50 V50 V27 V50 V50 
-J= tie ranks on both X and SD 
APPENDIX G 
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix 
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Appendix H 
User Croup R,:U1king~~ u f Cvaludt lon Measul'l..:!s in tach Fcicto[' 
Va.ri.able and User Groups and Assigned kanks 
Evaluation 
MCilt;UI't!~; A Il c n L r . G 
-----
Factor 1 
V37 49 41 112 116 25 33 II 0.5 
V31 20 13 18 27 10.5 19.5 32 
%0 40 20 33.5 37 6.5 15 28 
V43 36 25 28.5 38 17.5 16 29 
V38 31. 5 14 14 32 - 10.5 11 31 
V36 30 15 10.5 23.5 17.5 24 34 
V61 4.5 4 6.5 7 1.5 2 4 
V59 17 9 10.5 16 8.5 12 20 
V28 31. 5 I B 19.5 25 16 18 22 
V71 18 19 16 15 21. 5 19.5 17 
V76 48 24 23 22 19 13.5 15 
'L Ranks 325.5 202 222 288.5 154 183.5 270.5 
Factor 2 
V75 34 32 30 19 31. 5 39 37 
V53 21. 5 31 26 17 39 40 28 
V73 28.5 26 24 18 26 31 23 
V54 23 II 8 5 23 21 12 
V55 12 22 5 6 41 26 9 
V29 l' 5" 9< 10" 3' 3" 5" 
LRanks 119 122 93 65 160.5 157 109 
Factor 3 
V51 10 12 15 14 14 13.5 19 
n4 .. 6 8 12 8 6.5 9 10 
V46 . 4.5 3 4 3 1.5 4 2 
V40 25 16 21 12 13 7 7 
V57 9 10 13 11 8.5 8 8 
V42 21.5 17 19.5 13 21. 5 17 13 
V76 48 24 23 22 19 13.5 15 
£Ranks 124 90 107.5 83 84 72 74 
Factor 4 
V35 3 2 2 2 4.5 6 3 
V30 2 1 1 1 4.5 1 1 
V29 1 5 9 10 3 3 5 
L Ranks 6 8 12 13 12 10 9 
. 
Factor 5 
V68 8 6 1 4 15 10 11 
V78 27 23 17 30 28 28 35 
V42 21. 5 17 19.5 13 21. 5 17 13 
V55 12 22 5 6 41 26 9 
V57 9 10 13 11 8.5 8 8 
V60 40* 20' 33.5< 37" 6.5" 15' 26" L Ranks 77.5 78 57.5 64 114 89 76 
Factor 6 
V70 16 36 27 23.5 45 32 14 
V63 15 34 41 39 33 29 25 
V62 24 28 33. !) ]6 
Vlil) 1 I ?7 rl 71 
V'll J >I 1'1 II. I!. 
V5 ~) 12 :'2 b b 
V57 9 J 0 1] 11 
£. Rdnkt;l 105 :PG 10 'J. ~ 151.5 
rdctOI' 7 
-. 
V32 7 7 6.5 9 
V71 18"* 19' 16* IS" 
V7§ itS .~ 24 * 23* 22" 
L Ranks 7 7 6.5 9 
factor 8 
I 19 V79 29 25 26 
V76 48 24 23 22 
VSS 12' 22' 5- 6' 
V54 23' t.. 11* 8' 5' 
LRanks 67 53 48 48 
Factor 9 
V26 13.5 35 44 42 
Vb3 15 34 41 39 
V68 8" 6" 3- 4' L Ranks 28.5 69 85 81 
Factor 10 
V34 13.5 2l 38 20 
V29 1 5 9 10 
L Ranks 14.5 26 47 30 
*Negative Coorelation Coefficients 
Key to Us~r' Groups 
A ::: Consumers 
B ::: Local 
C ::: Local Po 1 icy 
D = Policy 
E ::: Local"Adminis-tration 
F ::: Administration 
G State 
115 
24 25 36 
CIO 10 71 
~I ! • ! J I 'J.!, U 
iLl 26 9 
8.5 8 8 
203 169.5 130 
12 5 6 
21. 5. 19.5" 17' 
19* 13.5* 15' 
12 5 6 
29 23 18 
19 13.5 15 
41" 26' 9-
23' n' 12' 
48 36.5 33 
31. 5 36 39 
33 29 25 
IS' 10* . 11-
64.5 65 64 
20 22 16 
3 3 5 
23 25 n 
Factors 
Number 
Rank 
Order 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
:: of XR 
X of XR 
Predominate 
User Group 
For Factor 
Rank Order of User Groups and Mean Rank For Each Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR RO XR 
. 
i'E 14 Dl3 F 10.3 A 2 C 9.6 A 15 F 5 G 16.5 A 14.3 I A 7.3 
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Appendix J 
Evaluation Measures in The Top Ten Ranks 
#User Groups 
*A B C D E F G Accepting 
29 X X X X X X X 7 
30 X X X X X X X 7 
32 X X X X X X 6 
35 X X X X X X X 7 
36 X 
40 X X 
44 X X X X X X 6 
46 X X X X X X X 7 
51 X 
55 X X X 
57 X X X X X 5 
59 X X X 
60 X 
61 X X X X X X X 7 
68 X X X X X 5 
5lf X X 
. 
31 X 
*A = Consumers 
B = Locij.l 
C = Local Policy 
D = Policy 
E = Local Administration 
F = Administration 
G = State 
Evaluation Measures in Top 26 Ranks 
A B C D E F 
26 X 
28 X X X X 
39 X X X X X X 
30 X X X X X X 
31 X X X X X 
32 X X X X X X 
34- X -X X X X 
35 X X X X X X 
36 X X X X 
37 X 
38 X X X X 
4-0 X X X X X 
4-2 X X X X X 
4-3 X X 
4-4- X X X X X X 
4-6 X X X X X X 
51 X X X X X X 
53 X 
54- X X X X X 
55 X X X X 
57 X X X X X X 
59 X X X X X X 
60 X X X 
61 X X X X X X 
62 X 
63 X 
68 X X X X X X 
69 X 
70 X 
71 X X X X X X 
73 X X X 
75 X X 
76 X X 
79 X X 
78 X 
*A = Consumers 
B = Local 
C = Local Policy 
D = Policy 
E = Local Administration 
F = Administration 
G = State 
G 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
. 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
. 
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Appendix K 
#User Groups 
Accepting 
1 
4-
7 
7 
5 
7 
6 
7 
4-
1 
4-
6 
6 
2 
7 
7 
7 
1 
6 
5 
7 
7 
3 
7 
1 
1 
7 
1 
2 
7 
2 
1 
3 
4-
1 
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Evaluation Measures from the Literature 
The search of a wide range of published follow up and 
evaluation studies yielded a variety of criteria or evaluation 
measures that were reported. Measures that appeared to .be 
output measures were selected. The referenced items from the 
following list were the result of this search. 
I. General Program/Participant Descriptors 
A. Age, sex and ethnic background of program gradu-
ates (62, p. 72) 
B. High school grade point average (62, p. 97) 
C. Measured scholastic growth during education pro-
gram (38, p. 4) 
D. Type of postsecondary school attended, public or 
proprietary (62, p. 96) 
E. Size of school attended (62, p. 92) 
F. Amount of part time work while in education program 
(53, p. 10) 
G. Teachers' average age (62, p. 91) 
H. Teachers I average annual salary (62, p. 91) 
I. Number of hours in school each week (62, p. 94) 
J. Length of time person in program compared to number 
of months usually required to complete program 
(62, p. 94) 
1. Length of time person was in education program 
(23, p. 90) (52, p. 7) 
II. Program Ratios 
A. Participation rate = enrollment divided by capa-
ci ty (59, p. 4) 
B. Completion rate - completion divided by total ter-
mination or enrollments (11, p. 71) (59, p. 4) 
I 
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C. Placement rate = placeme,nts divided by completions 
or termination (59, p. 4) 
III. Worker or Student Satisfaction with Program or School 
A. Satisfaction with instruction and staff one year 
after termination (42, p. 49) 
B. Self reporting of relative value and usefulness of 
skills learned in progr~ (57) 
1. Worker satisfaction with school curriculum one 
year after leaving school (42, p. 48) 
C. Satisfaction with school facilities and equipment 
one year after termination from school (42, p. 48) 
D. Reason former student gave for leaving education 
program (59, p. 9) 
1. Reason for withdrawing from school (17, p. 11) 
E. Worker identification of how education program helped 
h,im (6, p. 57) 
1. Former student perception that education helped 
gain entrance into occupation (3, p. 4) 
2. Worker report that obtained job because of educa-
tion program (42, p. 131) 
F. Worker evaluation of support services received from 
school while enrolled (42, p. 49) 
G. Worker evaluation of quality of support services 
received from community in which school oocated 
while enrolled (42, p. 49) 
H. Former student opinion, would he do it over again?' 
(22, p. 50) 
IV. Cost Factors 
A. Cost to the student for completion of the educa-
tion or training (62, p. 68) 
B. Total cost per enrollment or enrollee (46, p. 71) 
(34, p. 121) 
C. Average cost per completor (34, p. 121) 
D. Average net federal or state benefit-cost per 
enrollee (34, p. 128) 
• 
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E. Average net federal or state benefit-cost per com-
pletor (34, p. 128) 
1. Cost benefit of the education (2, p. 2) 
F. Average cost per placement (7, p. 26) 
V. Non-Job Effects of Education 
A. Graduates enrolled for additional, occupational 
related education (62, -po 85) 
B. Graduates continued for additional schooling 
(58, p. ii) 
C. Amount of reading of school or work related books 
by graduates (62, p. 85) 
D. Percent of graduates registered to vote 
E. Graduates feelings about themselVes, their communi-
ties and others (30, p. 119 - 124) 
F. Ego development of graduates during education 
(62, p. 86) 
VI. Parental Opinion 
A. Did parent feel program prepared student for world 
of work (45, p. 59) 
B. Parent opinion of time utilization of the on the 
job training (53, p. 12) 
C. Parent opinion of student receiving tralnlng in 
occupation in which he is most interested (53, p. 12) 
D. Parent opinion on student learning skills needed 
for job (53, p. 12) 
E. Parent opinion on student attitude toward school 
(53, p. 12) 
F. Would parent recommend program to friend or rela-
tive (45, p. 59) 
VII. Job Seeking Experience 
A. Method used to look for work (17, p. 19) 
B. Time between leaving program and first job place-
ment, and if excessive time, why 
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1. Search efficiency as measured by time to place-
ment (25, p. 11-3)' 
2. Length of time after graduation to obtain first 
full time job (52, p. 11) 
3. Time required to find first job (12, p. 7) 
4. Worker difficulty in finding employment (16, p. 44) 
5. Why did it take longer than usual to find first 
job (42, p. 131) 
C. Increased job opportunities due to education pro-
gram (2, p. 3) 
VIII. Location of Job 
A. Relationship between distribution of jobs in job 
market and educational opportunities being offered 
(25, p. II-4) 
B. Number of miles between first job and school 
(64, p. 35) 
C. Obtained job in state or out of state (58, p. i) 
D. Reason why sought out of state employment (12, p. 10) 
IX. Job Characteristics 
A. Worker statement of job title and description of 
job (16, p. 44) 
B. Job level as classified in Dictionary of Occupational 
Titles (ll) 
C. Hours per week worker is required" to work on present 
job (42, p. 131) 
D. Former student obtained permanent employment (2, p •. 6) 
E. Prest:i.ge of the occupation in the location where 
the employee is working (30, p. 141) 
F. Independence and perceived competency of worker as 
measured by frequency of contact by supervisor 
(28, p. 6-7) 
G. Mobility potential as determined by comparing 
second job opportunity and pay with those of first 
job (2, p. 45) 
1. Level of first job and subsequent jobs (62, p. 68) 
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X. Job and Relationship with. Education or Training Completed 
A. Initial job relat.ed to education received (22, p. 4-) 
B. Job level correlated to educational level completed 
(38, p. 3) 
C. Comparison between job and training for first job 
and for job five years after leaving program 
-1. Initial and current job relationship to training 
(53, p. 12) 
2. Relationship between job and area of training 
one and five years after leaving school (12, p. 2) 
D. Reason why first job was not in field of training 
(4-2, p. 131) 
E. Reason why not currently employed in field of 
training (30, p. 55) 
F. Relationship between pre and post education work 
experience (17, p. 19) 
XI. Wages and Benefits 
A. Earnings from work while in school (62, p. 74-) 
1. Wages from part time work while in school 
(53, p. 10) 
B. Wage rate at end of education/training (22, p. 4-) 
C. Average wage after one and five years on job (58, 
p. ii) 
D. Comparative income gains between enrollees and comple-
tors 
1. Income gains of enrollees compared to comple-
tors immediately after training and five years 
after (36, p. 19-20) 
2. Wages of program completors compared to non-
completors (30, p. 114-) 
E. Comparison of wages between graduates in "trained 
for" jobs and graduates in jobs only "related to" 
education (30, p. 137) 
F. Current earning compared to expected earning without 
education 
XII. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 
Job 
A. 
B. 
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1. Gain ~ current earning compared to earning with-
out program (3, p. 2-2) 
2. Graduate income gains over control group immedi-
ately after training and five years after (36, 
p. 19-20) 
3. Median wage of completors compared to expected 
wage when considering normal upward wage 
pattern (34, p. 130) 
Salary expectations of graduates on jobs (62, p. 86) 
Increase of job earnings through job changes (62, 
p. 68) 
Number and amount of raises received on same job 
(36, p. 35) 
Fringe benefits received on job (36, p. 35) 
Assessment by Former Student/Worker 
Comparison between present job and desired job 
(30, p. 68) 
Occupational aspirations before, immediately after 
and several months after leaving education pro-
gram (21) 
C. Worker identification of skills used on job as com-
pared to skills taught in education program (57) 
1. Worker identification of training needed by 
future employees (16, p. 44) 
2. Student report of additional skills needed .for 
job (64, Appendix C) 
D. Workers expectations about their job future (62, 
p. 77) 
E. Educational aspirations before, immediately after 
and some extended time after leaving educational 
program (21, p. ) . 
F. Job adjustment problems as reported by worker 
(64, p. 41) 
1. What problems did the former student encounter 
on the job and why (41, p. 72) 
-
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G. Working conditions as described by worker (16, p. 44) 
1. Working conditions as reported by the former 
student (2, p. 8) 
H.· Worker satisfaction with pay, duties, supervlslon, 
co-workers and company (64, Appendix C) 
1. Worker satisfaction with job, specific and 
general (56) 
I. Would worker advise a friend against taking his 
current job (30, p. 134) 
J. Would worker take same job again if he was doing it 
over (30, p. 134) 
K. What things does the former student feel he can do 
particularly well on his job (41,p. 72) 
L. Comparison between initial and current job perfor-
mance as self evaluated by former student (41, p. 73) 
M. Worker perception of supervisor's competency (30, 
p. 68) 
XIII. Job Tenure 
A. Advances in job classification on same job (42, p. 47) 
B. Reasons for Changing fields or training areas (17, 
p. 10) 
C. Pre and post training comparison of enrollees who 
worked at least 75% of the weeks duping the year 
(34, p. 130) 
D. Reason worker is unemployed (17, p. 17) 
E. Employment rate of graduates compared to employ-
ment rate of same age group in general population 
(30 ,po 132) 
1. Rate of unemployment of participants (22, p. 4) 
F. Job tenure comparing pre-training, immediate post-
training and current job (36, p. 36) 
1. Number of jobs previously held (30, p. 68) 
2. Number of job changes since graduation (12, p. 9) 
3. Number of job changes (62, p. 68) 
I· 
I 
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4. Job turnover to measure worker-job match (25, 
p. II-I) . 
5. Tenure or length of employment on job (2, p. 44) 
6. Length of time on present job (30, p. 68) 
7. Job turnover - duration of employment (36, p. 36) 
G. Reason left first job q,2, p. 8),(36, p. 132) 
XIV. Worker Evaluations By Employer 
A. Absence rate on the job (2, p. 7) 
B. Supervisor evaluation of employee's specific equip-
ment knowledge (42, p. 52) 
C. Supervisor evaluation of employee's job related 
knowledge (42, p. 52) 
D. Supervisor evaluation of employee's basic reading, 
verbal and math skills ( 42, p. 52) 
E. 
F. 
Supervisor evaluation of technical competence, de-
pendability, accuracy, quality, thoroughness, 
attendance, punctuality, and work quantity (16, p. 
17, 16, 9, 5, 21) 
Employer evaluation of productivity increase due 
to education (2, p. 44) 
G. Ratings of the worker by the company personnel 
officer (64, p. 57) 
H. Supervisor evaluation of former student in relation 
to other workers (42, p. 52) 
1. Comparison of performance or effectiveness of 
former students with other workers (40, p. 104) 
I. Supervisor reports of job adjustment problems (64, 
p. 40) 
J. Employer opinion of worker trustworthiness and 
loyality (53, p. 15) 
37, 
K. Employer evaluation of personality factors such as 
ability to get along with others (p. 48, initiative, 
cooperativeness, honesty, concern for others (p. 29), 
attitude toward work (p. 24), appearance (p. 19) and 
judgment (p. 13) (16) . 
, "', 
-
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1. Supervisor identification of personality factors 
of most successful workers (52, p. ) 
2. Supervisors and human relation performance 
(2; p. 1+6) 
L. Supervisor satisfaction with worker (56) 
-
